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From the Editors
David R. Bauer
The articles in this issue of the Journal exemplify the breadth of
interests that properly belong to inductive biblical study. In his article
David Schreiner employs the kind of literary structural analysis that has
come to be associated with inductive Bible study in order to reveal the
communicative strategies that characterize the final form of the Book
of Kings so as to arrive at a clearer, more reliable, and more confident
interpretation of the book in its canonical shape than has been offered
thus far by scholars who focus upon sources that may lie behind the
text. Schreiner’s article is an exemplary instance of the fresh and
compelling interpretive insights that are possible with the application
of inductive Bible study.
The practitioners of inductive Bible study have always insisted that
the study of the Bible involves a general over against a special
hermeneutic, i.e., that the principles and processes that are proper to
the study of the Bible are the same as one would apply to any other
literature. But it has not always been recognized that these principles
and processes that one associates with inductive Bible study can be
applied even more broadly to such things as cultures and cultural
phenomena. In his first two articles, which appeared in preceding
issues of the Journal, Lindy Backues demonstrated how inductive Bible
study could be used in the interpretation of cultural realities. In this
third and final installment, Backues pursues an inductive, contextoriented examination of slums, over against the general tendency to
construe slums according to ideologies that are imposed upon the
issue.
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No name is more firmly associated with the emergence of
inductive Bible study than Wilbert Webster White, the founding
president of The Biblical Seminary in New York. He produced
numerous volumes of inductive studies of various biblical books. But
he was also the author of one of the most penetrating treatments of
the notion of resurrection in the Bible. This book, The Resurrection Body
“According to the Scriptures”, was published in 1923 and has just entered
into the public domain. We have thus wasted no time in making it
available once again to the Christian public by publishing it in
installments over several issues. The first installment, containing the
Foreword and Chapters One and Two, appears in this issue. Here
White’s genius for the close, sensitive reading of New Testament texts,
his familiarity with scholarship across many disciplines, his brilliant
theological mind, his radical openness to evidence reasonably
considered, and his gift of clear communication are all on display. This
material is a model for what Traina was to call “correlation”—that
phase of inductive Bible study that synthesizes the meaning of
individual passages to arrive at a holistic, synthetic biblical theology of
a theme or issue. And no theme is more central to the New Testament
or critical for Christian theology, and for that matter Christian
discipleship, than resurrection.
And even as White is associated more than anyone else with
inductive Bible study at its initiation, it is arguably true that no one is
more closely identified with the inductive study of the Bible in more
recent times than Robert A. Traina. This issue concludes with a
tantalizing portrait of Traina by one of his most accomplished
students, the globally recognized systematic theologian, William J.
Abraham. Here we are exposed to Traina as a teacher, but even more
as a thinker. Abraham makes clear that Traina’s broad knowledge of
theology and philosophy informed his hermeneutical thinking and
contributed to his profound insights into the biblical text. Abraham
consequently invites all who are engaged in the inductive study of the
Scriptures to consider how an intellect sharpened by deep thinking
about theological and philosophical matters can equip us to discover
ever more profound meaning in the biblical text.
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“Now Rehoboam, Son of Solomon, Reigned in Judah”:
Considering the Structural Divisions of Kings and the
Significance of 1 Kgs 14:21
David Schreiner
Wesley Biblical Seminary
dschreiner@wbs.edu
Abstract
This essay discusses the main divisional breakdown of the Book of
Kings. After detailing a disconnect in scholarly discourse over the main
units of Kings, I argue that the first major literary unit spans from 1
Kgs 1:1–14:20. Moreover, I argue that any chiastic arrangement of the
material within the first literary unit is eventually found wanting. As an
alternative, I argue that the sub-divisions within the first unit are best
determined by grammatical and comparative considerations. With this
established, this essay concludes with commentary on the three major
literary units that organize the presentation of Kings.
Keywords: 1 and 2 Kings; Literary Units; Structure; Chiasm

Discussions about the regnal framework throughout 1 and 2 Kings
have traditionally been historical-critical. In some form or fashion,
studies on the regnal framework have privileged a concern for the
sources and/or literary strata behind the final form of Kings.
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Representative key voices in the debate include Julius Wellhausen, 1
Martin Noth,2 Shoshana R. Bin-Nun,3 and Baruch Halpern and David
Vanderhooft. 4 As for the semantic and structural impact of this
framework particularly upon the coherence of the final form,
discussions have fallen by the wayside. These considerations prompt
the question: What role does the regnal framework play in determining
the overall structure, flow, and message of the final form? All scholars
agree that the recurrence of the framework is a key phenomenon, but
many of these same scholars omit a proper structural conversation.
Consequently, a disconnect exists. The regnal framework is accepted
as a key recurrence, but it is only superficially considered, if it is
considered at all, when articulating the major literary units and overall
coherence of the text.
There is one notable exception. Marvin Sweeney overtly considers
implications from the regnal framework in his recent commentary.5
However, his structural breakdown simplistically accepts that the
regnal framework marks major literary units. Consequently, instead of
three, four, or even five major units of text, Sweeney’s structural
breakdown effectively has thirty-eight.6
The purpose of this essay is to engage this perceived disconnect
and ponder the structural effect of 1 Kgs 14:21, which is the place
where the introductory formula first appears and the regnal framework
begins in earnest. First, I will very briefly describe the landscape of
1 Julius Wellhausen, Prolegomena to the History of Israel, trans. J. Sutherland Black
and Allan Menzies (Edinburgh: Adam & Clark Black, 1885).
2 Martin Noth, The Deuteronomistic History, ed. David J. A. Cline and Philip R.
Davies, 2nd ed., JSOTSup 15 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2002).
3 Shoshana R. Bin-Nun, “Formulas from Royal Records of Israel and of
Judah,” VT (1968): 414–32.
4 Baruch Halpern and David Vanderhooft, “The Editions of Kings in the 7th–
6th Centuries B.C.E.,” HUCA 62 (1991): 179–244.
5 Marvin A. Sweeney, I and II Kings: A Commentary, OTL (Louisville:
Westminster John Knox, 2007).
6 Sweeney, I and II Kings, 8–10.
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scholarship to explain the perceived disconnect. Then, I will discuss
the regnal framework and I will subsequently argue that positioning a
major structural break at 1 Kgs 14:21 more effectively accommodates
the narrative than do alternative proposals. Finally, I will argue that 1
Kgs 1:1–14:20 constitutes a lengthy introduction to the body of the
historical account, an account that fundamentally seeks to compare
Israel and Judah. From there, the final portion of this essay addresses
the structural breakdown of 1 and 2 Kings as a whole.

I. Articulating the Disconnect
There is virtually absolute agreement among scholars and
commentators with respect to the structural importance of the regnal
framework throughout Kings. For example, Richard Nelson declares
that this framework is critical to the book’s structure.7 Similarly, Lissa
M. Wray Beal refers to it as a chief “structuring device.”8 Burke Long
goes so far as to describe it as “the distinctive literary feature” of the
book.9 Yet what is interesting about this major feature is that the regnal
framework displays some variation and, more importantly for the
present task, does not appear anywhere close to the start of the
narrative. If one defines the regnal framework by the cooperation of
three features—Introductory Formula; Description of Events During
the Reign; Concluding Formula10—then this major structural feature
does not begin until 1 Kgs 14:21.
Richard D. Nelson, First and Second Kings, Interpretation (Atlanta: John Knox,
1987), 8–9
8 Lissa M. Wray Beal, 1 & 2 Kings, AOTC 9 (Downers Grove, IL: IVP
Academic, 2014), 30–31
9 Burke O. Long, 1 Kings: With an Introduction to Historical Literature, FOTL 9
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984), 20.
10 Several scholars recognize this three-feature framework. Mark A. Leuchter
and David T. Lamb, The Historical Writings: Introducing Israel's Historical Literature
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2016), loc. 5031 of 12156, Kindle; Long, 1 Kings, 22; Donald
J. Wiseman, 1 and 2 Kings, TOTC 9 (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2008), 49–
7
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Many scholars and commentators note this phenomenon, but
only some offer any explicit commentary on its impact. Gene Rice says
that with this verse “[t]he narrator introduces a new format and style
at this point and enables him to state the essence of a king’s reign in
an economy of words.” 11 Wray Beal notes the beginning of an
“envelope device” that maintains the “relationship” between the
North and the South,12 which is similar to what Fretheim describes:
“From this point on, the narrator works through the story of the North
and South in synchronistic fashion.”13 William Barnes describes the
beginning of a “leap frog treatment.”14 Yet perhaps most descriptive
are Jerome Walsh’s statements: “The tone and pace of 1 Kings change
suddenly,” 15 producing “an enormous increase in the pace of the
narrative.”16
This brief survey speaks to the disconnect. Scholars and
commentators recognize the structural importance of the regnal
framework, but not all entertain the book–level implications.
Moreover, this disconnect is exacerbated when one considers the
major literary divisions often identified in Kings. Overwhelmingly,
scholars and commentators display a propensity to place the first major
break immediately after 1 Kgs 11:43. Wiseman, Barnes, Gray,

55. The cooperation of these three elements is critical. As will be discussed, there are
individual elements that appear prior to 1 Kgs 14:21. An individual element does not
constitute the regnal framework.
11 Gene Rice, 1 Kings: Nations Under God, ITC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990),
125.
12 Wray Beal, 1 & 2 Kings, 30–31.
13 Terrance E. Fretheim, First and Second Kings, WBC (Louisville: Westminster
John Knox, 1999), 87.
14 William Barnes, 1–2 Kings, CBC (Carol Stream, IL: Tyndale House, 2012),
133.
15 Jerome T. Walsh, 1 Kings, Berit Olam (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press,
1996), 206.
16 Walsh, 1 Kings, 219.
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Fretheim, Rice, and Fritz exemplify this tendency. 17 With few
exceptions, such as Nelson, Walsh, and Sweeney,18 these breakdowns
are also lacking, since they do not communicate effectively the
semantic and structural impact of 1 Kgs 14:21. If the regnal framework
is universally understood to pose structural implications and even
signal significant change in the narrative’s flow and atmosphere, why
do virtually all structural breakdowns and analyses of the Book of
Kings neglect the significance of 1 Kgs 14:21, the place where the
framework begins in earnest?

II. The Regnal Framework and the Significance
of 1 Kings 14:21
It is important to recognize that individual elements of the regnal
framework appear in the narrative before 1 Kgs 14:21. For instance, 1
Kgs 11:41–43 offers a standardized death notice for King Solomon.
“Now the rest of the acts of Solomon, all that he did as well
as his wisdom, are they not written in the Book of the Acts of
Solomon? The time that Solomon reigned in Jerusalem over
all Israel was forty years. Solomon slept with his ancestors and
was buried in the city of his father David; and his son
Rehoboam succeeded him” (NRSV).
Similarly, 1 Kgs 14:19–20 offers one for Jeroboam I.

Barnes, 1–2 Kings, 20–23; Fretheim, First and Second Kings, v–viii; Volkmar
Fritz, 1 &2 Kings, trans. Anselm Hagedorn, CC (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 1; John
Gray, I & II Kings: A Commentary, 2nd ed., OTL (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1970);
Rice, 1 Kings, vii–viii; Wiseman, 1 and 2 Kings, 67.
18 Nelson, First and Second Kings, vii–vii; Sweeney, I and II Kings, 8–10. Walsh’s
outline is very convoluted, as many sections overlap. However, Walsh appears to
structure 1 Kings around strategic individuals: Solomon, Jeroboam, Elijah, and Ahab.
17
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“Now the rest of the acts of Jeroboam, how he warred and
how he reigned, are written in the Book of the Annals of the
Kings of Israel. The time that Jeroboam reigned was twentytwo years; then he slept with his ancestors, and his son Nadab
succeeded him” (NRSV).
In both cases, the notice adheres to the standard form of the
concluding formula, which includes a citation of sources, a statement
on the death and burial, a notice of a successor, and other additional
information. However, it must be emphasized that the regnal
framework is the sum of three components: (1) an introductory
formula; (2) a concluding formula; and (3) a middle section of variable
detail and length that recounts events of that reign (see above). As for
the variation within the recounting of events, several factors
undoubtedly contribute, such as the availability of information and
stylistic and/or historiographic preference. Regardless, the regnal
framework, which is the “constant feature of 1–2 Kings … and a
fundamental key to the editor’s organization of his materials,”19 begins
in earnest at 1 Kgs 14:21. In what remains, I will consider the proposal
that 1 Kgs 14:21 initiates the second major literary unit of the narrative.

III. Considering the Proposal
Understanding the coherence of any text demands consideration of
how the material, or content, is arranged. To understand the
arrangement of content, interpreters must determine the progression
or movement of the text. Yet to understand textual progression,
determining major units and the logical relationship between those
units takes precedence. In other words, understanding the coherence

19

Long, 1 Kings, 159.
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of a text is an exercise in identifying literary units and articulating the
semantic and logical relationships between those units.
Critical to accomplishing such a task, interpreters should think
“globally,” with an awareness of the forest versus the individual trees;
and they should think broadly, taking the lead from major shifts in the
book.20 Applied to 1 and 2 Kings, the shift in pace, atmosphere, and
format at 1 Kgs 14:21 has already been noted. So, how are we to think
of the semantic relationship between 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20 and 1 Kgs
14:21ff? In other words, what is the logical and semantic effect of
proposing a major literary break at 1 Kgs 14:21 versus 1 Kgs 11:43 or
anywhere else? For the moment, the details of this semantic and logical
relationship will be put aside so that focus may fall upon the content
of 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20, for understanding the content will allow the
semantic relationship between 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20 and 1 Kgs 14:21ff to
appear.
A. The Content of 1 Kings 1:1–14:20: Chiasm(s)?
To say that 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20 covers much ground would be an
understatement. The exploits of Solomon, from the securing of his
throne, to his display of wisdom, to his administration, to his building
campaigns, to the temple’s construction and dedication are all
recounted. The ground covered is so expansive that the history of
scholarship is dotted with attempts to make sense of it all. Yet in 1999,
David Williams published an important article on the structure of 1
Kgs 1–11,21 wherein he sought to infuse into the debate, in the words
of John Olley, “some methodological rigor.”22 However, it was Olley’s
20 David R. Bauer and Robert A. Traina, Inductive Bible Study: A Comprehensive
Guide to the Practice of Hermeneutics (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2011), 88 et passim.
21 David S. Williams, “Once Again: The Structure of the Narrative of
Solomon’s Reign,” JSOT 86 (1999): 49–66.
22 John W. Olley, “Pharaoh’s Daughter, Solomon’s Palace, and the Temple:
Another Look at the Structure of 1 Kings 1–11,” JSOT 27 (2003): 355.
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2003 article that systematically discussed a chiastic structure for 1 Kgs
1–11. Focusing upon the implications of Marc Brettler’s notion that
there is a pro-Solomonic tone contrasted with an anti-Solomonic one
within these chapters (3:3–9:23 vs. 9:26–11:40), as well as a parallel
between 1 Kgs 3:1–2 and 9:24–25,23 Olley took issue with the widely
held position that the temple is the center of the block of text.24 Olley
argued that 1 Kgs 7:1b–12 is the focal point of 1 Kgs 1–11. 25
Moreover, Olley argued that the house of Pharaoh’s daughter enjoys
prominence within these twelve verses. Thus, “The true centre of the
chiastic structure … is in fact 7:1–12, with ‘Pharaoh’s daughter’ as the
centre of the block.”26 Ultimately, Olley argued that on the basis of
linguistic, grammatical, and literary considerations 1 Kgs 1–11 exhibits
“three interlocking chiastic structures around a common centre” and
emphasizes Solomon’s unwillingness to walk in the Lord’s ways on the
way to offering a critical evaluation of the king.27
Olley’s proposal is thought-provoking and insightful. He
considers deeply the careful presentation and offers a useful
explanation of the vast amount of material in 1 Kgs 1–11. However, it
does suffer from some unbalance, which Olley himself admits when
he invokes a quote from Yuhuda T. Radday’s study.28 As an alternative,
Marc Z. Brettler, “The Structure of 1 Kings 1–11,” JSOT 49 (1991): 87–97.
Olley, “Pharaoh’s Daughter,” 356–57.
25 Olley, “Pharaoh’s Daughter,” 358.
26 Olley, “Pharaoh’s Daughter,” 351.
27 Olley, “Pharaoh’s Daughter,” 367–68. “There is no question that the narrator
gives much detail as to Solomon’s wisdom and wealth, a fulfillment of Yhwh’s
promise made to Solomon in his first vision…yet the arrangement of the text
provides a different sub-text. Solomon has done well in many ways, but from the
start there is the hint of weakness with the mention of Pharaoh’s daughter [3:1–4],
and the placing of Solomon’s and her palaces in the centre provides a questioning of
Solomon’s priorities” (p. 368).
28 Yehuda T. Radday, “Chiasm in Kings,” LB 31 (1974): 52–67. According to
Olley, Radday suggests that the imprecision is the result of the nature of literature
and the effects of the text’s history of composition and development (Olley,
“Pharaoh’s Daughter,” 361).
23
24
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Jerome Walsh proposed a more balanced chiasm, namely that instead
of Solomon’s house being the center of the structure, the temple’s
reconstruction and dedication exists as the focal point.29 As for 7:1–
12, Walsh describes it as an anachronistic intrusion. 30 Importantly,
Olley took note of Walsh’s position and argued against it in detail,
insisting that Walsh not only overlooks the significance of mentioning
Pharaoh’s daughter and their marriage31 but also engages in fallacious
argumentation and inconsistently presents 7:1–12 as an anachronistic
intrusion.32
So, which idea carries the day? Is the purported chiasm focused
upon 7:1–12 or more generally the temple’s construction and
dedication? Is either of them the best explanation? Both are valuable,
and both have worthy implications. For example, Olley’s proposal has
the benefit of being more precise; and his emphasis upon 7:1–12
magnifies the subtle criticisms observable in 1 Kgs 1–11. Both Olley
and Walsh recognize the intricacies of these twelve verses, which
demand the reader’s attention, but only Olley precisely incorporates
them into the structural breakdown. However, Walsh’s treatment
appears superior in the sense that it ties the chiasm of 1 Kgs 1–11 into
the larger context of 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20 (see below). More specifically,
Walsh’s focus upon the temple sets up a contrast with Jeroboam’s
sanctuaries, which the writer details in the subsequent chapters. In
other words, Walsh appears to stay aware of the forest while discussing
individual trees.
Before moving on, there is one more necessary consideration—
the material that features Jeroboam I in chapters 11–14. Similar to the
material on Solomon, Walsh observes another chiasm in this block of

Walsh, 1 Kings, 150.
Walsh, 1 Kings, 105–6.
31 Olley, “Pharaoh’s Daughter,” 358.
32 Olley, “Pharoah’s Daughter,” 359.
29
30
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text. 33 Ahijah’s announcement of Jeroboam’s kingship (11:26–40)
corresponds to Ahijah’s announcement of Jeroboam’s downfall (14:1–
8), and the closing formula of Solomon (11:41–43) to the closing
formula of Jeroboam (14:19–20). Political disunity (12:1–20) mirrors
prophetic disunity (13:11–32), and prophetic approval (12:21–25)
mirrors prophetic disapproval (12:32–13:10). At the heart of the
chiasm is the account of Jeroboam’s cultic innovations (12:26–31).
A1 Ahijah Announces Jeroboam I as King
A2 Closing Formula for Solomon’s Reign
B Political Disunity
C Prophetic Approval
D Jeroboam’s Cultic Innovations
C’ Prophetic Disapproval
B’ Prophetic Disunity
A1’ Ahijah Denounces Jeroboam I as King
A2’ Closing Formula for Jeroboam’s Reign

(11:26–40)
(11:41–43)
(12:1–20)
(12:21–25)
(12:26–31)
(12:32–13:10)
(13:11–32)
(14:1–8)
(14:19–20)

Thus, Walsh argues that the chiasm of 1 Kgs 1–11 is juxtaposed
to another chiasm. And Walsh is not the only scholar to note the tight
structure of the Jeroboam material. Lissa M. Wray Beal also advocates
a chiastic structure, even though her analysis emphasizes the projection
of certain themes forward in the narrative.34
Yet most important to Walsh’s analysis is the function of 1 Kgs
11:26–43. This passage simultaneously closes out the Solomon
material and begins the Jeroboam material, producing a dovetail that
ties together two sections of text. Thus, the juxtaposition is more than

Walsh, 1 Kings, 202.
See Lissa M. Wray Beal, “Jeroboam and the Prophets in 1 Kgs 11–14:
Prophetic Words for Two Kingdoms,” in Prophets, Prophecy, and Ancient Near Eastern
Historiography, ed. Mark J. Boda and Lissa M. Wray Beal (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2013), 105–124.
33
34
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just a juxtaposition. It encourages literary intimacy. In the words of
Walsh,
The two stories share one passage: 11:26–43. The last element
of the symmetrical organization of Solomon’s story is the first
element of Jeroboam’s. This means that while we can consider
each story as a literary unit in itself, the two stories together
also form a larger, indivisible whole. We begin to realize our
narrator’s canvas is vaster and his project more ambitious than
we suspected.35
So, the attention to the “larger canvas” is that which makes Walsh’s
chiasm preferable to Olley’s, at least for articulating the book level
coherence of Kings.36
However, in light of this discussion, Baruch Halpern’s criticism of
D. W. Gooding comes to mind.37 In response to Gooding’s proposal
that an intricate chiasm governs the symmetry of Judges, Halpern
quips, “Is the book to be read with the aid of a pogo stick?” 38
Snarkiness aside, Halpern’s concern is legitimate. Is there a point where
a chiasm becomes too strained? Undoubtedly, chiasm is a legitimate
literary feature. Yet are there boundaries in invoking it? Bauer and
Traina think so. They rightly encourage caution when invoking a

Walsh, 1 Kings, 204.
For example, Walsh argues that the overt characterization of Solomon
throughout 1 Kgs 1–11 is undermined by a more subtle characterization (1 Kings,
153). He describes the narrative strategy as one of ambivalence. Yet a preference for
Walsh’s ideas does not render Olley’s ideas useless. A preference for Walsh is
contingent upon a book-level analysis. Olley’s insights add depth to the critical tones
implicit across 1 Kgs 1–11; and Olley’s proposal is preferable during any focus upon
Solomon specifically.
37 D. W. Gooding, “The Composition of the Book of Judges,” Eretz-Israel 16
(1982): 70–79.
38 Baruch Halpern, The First Historians (University Park: Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1996), 126.
35
36
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chiasm across a large unit of text.39 And the dynamics associated with
the proposals of both Olley (imprecision) and Walsh (generalization)
appear to undermine the effectiveness of both proposals to explain the
organization of 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20. Yet both Olley and Walsh rightly
shed light on the centrality of the construction of the temple precinct
and the general symmetry throughout 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20. Consequently,
it is worth asking. Is there another way of understanding the
organization of this unit?
B. Yet Another Structural Proposal
As an alternative, I begin with considerations that enjoy a consensus
among scholars. First, the descriptions of the temple and the palace (1
Kgs 6–7) clearly constitute a distinct and related grouping of text. To
this, the prayer of Solomon is syntactically linked to the previous
chapters via the adverb מה ֶאת־ ִזְק ֵני ִי שׂ ָרֵאל( ָאז
ֹ ,)ָאז ַיְקֵהל ְשׁ, suggesting
that, while set off, it is related to chapters 6–7. In addition, Christopher
Hays has shown that 1 Kgs 5 can be understood as the preparatory
texts so often included in temple construction texts.40 Consequently,
on syntactical, form critical, and comparative grounds, 1 Kgs 5:1–8:66
appears to constitute a sub-unit of text that, broadly speaking,
discusses the construction of the royal precinct.41 However, as will be
39 “Although chiasm was frequently used in the Bible, its presence is not nearly
as ubiquitous as most scholars have claimed; many scholars see chiasm almost
everywhere and identify it even where the alleged coordinate members are not clearly
parallel. Although chiasm is sometimes plausibly present in books-as-wholes, it is
more often found in smaller units of material.” Bauer and Traina, Inductive Bible Study,
120. Such commentary suggests that proposing an expansive chiasm carries with it a
significant burden of persuasion.
40 Christopher B. Hays, Hidden Riches: A Sourcebook for the Comparative Study of the
Hebrew Bible and Ancient Near East (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2014), 206–
07. In addition, Wiseman, 1 and 2 Kings, 105.
41 I use the term “sub-unit” intentionally. According to the scheme proposed
in this essay, 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20 constitutes the first unit of Kings. Below I will
demarcate blocks of texts as sub-units, sections, and sub-sections.
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discussed below, there is reason to believe that more should be
included in this sub-unit of text.
Second, it is also widely accepted that chapters 1–2 constitute a
distinct sub-unit of text.42 Yet debate centers on the disjunctive clause
in 1 Kgs 2:46b,  ְוַהַמְּמָלָכה ָנכוֹ ָנה ְבַּיד־ִישׂ ָרֵאל, namely whether it functions
as the conclusion of chapter 2 or the introduction of chapter 3 (see
below). For the moment, the important issue is that the succession
scenes of 1 Kgs 1–2 constitute another distinct sub-unit of text.
Third, the Lord appears to Solomon twice; and the fact that the
ֹ ,) ַו ֵיּ ָרא ְיה ָוה ֶאל־ְשׁ
text explicitly calls out the recurrence in 9:2 (מה ֵשׁ ִנית
suggests that these two appearances are somehow to be read in
consideration of each other. The critical question concerns the
dynamics of the parallel and the accompanying passages in each
respective section.
Fourth, 1 Kgs 11:1 constitutes a shift in the narrative and, by
implication, initiates a distinct section of text.43 The lengthy disjunctive
clause of 1 Kgs 11:1 should therefore be understood as a terminative
or initial disjunction.44 Fifth, related to the fourth consideration is the
observation that the tearing of the garment motif links the material of
1 Kgs 11:1–14:20. To be more precise, Ahijah’s two-fold proclamation
As a notable exception, Sweeney cuts against the consensus when he suggests
that 1 Kgs 1:1–2:11 is the first unit of Kings, arguing that grouping 1 Kgs 1–2 is
indicative of a commitment to a preconceived compositional history versus a
synchronic reading of the text (I & II Kings, 47). Moreover, he highlights the initial
disjunctive clause of v. 12, prevailing themes, and Lucianic tradition of the LXX as
evidence. Sweeney, therefore, imposes a significant amount of structural importance
on the disjunctive clauses of 2:12, 2:46b, 5:1, and 11:1—indicative of “major stages”
of Solomon’s reign (62). However, such a scheme separates two sections of text that
are clearly related by a concern for the solidification of Solomon’s reign. Moreover,
the potency of the contrasting characterizations of Solomon amid the opening two
chapters (a passive character [ch.1] verses an active one [ch.2]) is minimized or lost.
43 Bruce K. Waltke and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 651 esp. §39.2.3c. Also see Sweeney, I & II
Kings, 62; 154.
44 Thomas O. Lambdin, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew (Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Prentice Hall, 1971), 164.
42
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regarding the legitimacy and viability of Jeroboam’s rule constitutes the
backbone of a sub-unit that spans 1 Kings 11:1–14:20 (see below).45
With these five points functioning as the anchor-points for the
organization of 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20, at least three other important details
should now be discussed. First, should 1 Kgs 2:46b be read with the
previous material of the following material? For example, Sweeney and
Nitsche read v. 46b with chapter 3,46 but DeVries and Wiseman read
the clause with chapter 2, describing it as a “reaffirming” statement to
v. 1247 and an “epitomizing conclusion to the entire throne succession
narrative.” 48 Ultimately, v. 46b is best understood as a clause that
introduces 1 Kgs 3:1, and thus should be rendered, “Now when the
kingdom was established in the hand of Solomon, Solomon became a
son-in-law to Pharaoh.” DeVries points to the recurrence of the root
 כוןin v. 45 as support for reading v. 46b with the previous verses of
chapter 2,49 but v. 45’s parallel is better understood to be v. 12 via a
number of syntactical and lexical similarities: a disjunctive waw fixed to
מה
ֹ ,ְשׁ, the construct chain ִכֵּסּא ָדּ ִוד, and the root כון.
The second detail concerns how to organize the material
immediately surrounding the divine appearance scenes: 1 Kgs 2:46b–
3:15 and 9:1–9. With respect to the first scene, Solomon’s adjudication
between the two  ָנִשׁים זֹנוֹתliving together should be seen as the
practical manifestation of the king’s divinely apportioned wisdom (cf.
1 Kgs 3:28). Yet so too can 1 Kgs 4:1–4:34[5:14]. The Lord promised
that unprecedented riches and honor ( ; ַגּם־ֹעֶשׁר ַגּם־ָכּבוֹד3:13) would
Thus, arguments like those of Wray Beal are to be preferred over those, like
Sweeney’s, that seek to minimize the coherence of 11:1–14:20 by establishing textual
breaks at, say, 1 Kgs 11:41. See note 41 above and Sweeney, I & II Kings, 161–86.
46 Martin Nitsche, “Und das Königtum war fest in der Hand Salomos”: Untersuchungen
zu 1 Kön 3, BWANT 205 (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2014), 36 et passim; Sweeney, I &
II Kings, 72–78.
47 Wiseman, 1 and 2 Kings, 87.
48 Simon DeVries, 1 Kings, 2nd ed., WBC 12 (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2003),
41.
49 DeVries, 1 Kings, 41.
45
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follow Solomon, and the administrative lists of 4:1–19 as well as the
miscellaneous notes about Solomon’s provisions and sphere of
influence (4:20–34[5:14]) evince the realization of this promise.
Supporting this is the summary statement in 1 Kgs 4:29–34[5:9–14].
Thus, 1 Kgs 2:46b–4:34[5:14] can be grouped as a distinct sub-unit
under the general description of “wisdom in affairs of the kingdom.”
As for the second appearance, the tone is noticeably different,
almost ominous, urging a contrast with the initial appearance. While
recognizing this contrast, 1 Kgs 9:3 reveals that the second appearance
is a direct response to Solomon’s prayer of dedication (ָשַׁמְﬠִתּי ֶאת־
I ְוֶאת־ְתִּח ָנְּתI)ְתִּפָלְּת. Thus, Hays is on target when he essentially includes
1 Kgs 9:1–9 with the material devoted to the construction of the
temple precinct. 50 Yet the second occurrence is also contextualized
chronologically in relationship to the construction of the temple
precinct: “And it came to pass when Solomon finished building the
house of the Lord, the house of the king, and every desired thing of
Solomon, which he desired to do that the Lord appeared to Solomon
a second time” (1 Kgs 9:1–2). This is significant because such a
contextualization echoes with 9:10 and 9:15, where Solomon’s land
transaction with Hiram (9:10–14) and forced labor accounts (9:15–28)
are also discussed in terms of constructing the temple precinct. Thus,
the passages included with the temple construction passages (5:1[15]–
8:66) should extend to 1 Kgs 9:28. By implication, 1 Kgs 10:1–29,
which recounts the visitation of the Queen of Sheba and revisits the
opulence of Solomon’s court, stands as a distinct sub-unit of text.51

50 Hays, Hidden Riches, 207. Hays notes only 1 Kgs 9:3–9. Wiseman agrees, and
organizes 1 Kgs 5:1–9:9 under the heading of “Solomon’s building activities.” See
Wiseman, 1 and 2 Kings, 105. Sweeney agrees somewhat; he organizes 6:1–9:9
together “Solomon’s Construction of the Temple Complex and Royal Palace” (I &
II Kings, 104)
51 It is interesting that Hiram and the Queen of Sheba are two characters that
frame the more salient characterization of Solomon and are both introduced by the
text by “hearing” of Solomon’s exploits ( ;שׁמע5:1[5:15]10:1).
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The third detail concerns the organization of sub-unit 1 Kgs 11:1–
14:20. Although this section of text is diverse, it is nonetheless framed
by two oracles delivered by the Shilohite prophet Ahijah. First, Ahijah
reveals directly to Jeroboam that he will be the recipient of a kingdom
partially torn from the Davidic line (11:29–39). Second, Ahijah reveals
to Jeroboam’s disguised wife that judgment will eventually consume
his house because he not only failed to live to the standard of King
David but that he also erected illegitimate sanctuaries in Bethel and
Dan (14:6–16). In both instances, particular syntax is used, thereby
establishing the framework.52 Yet the framework also communicates a
contrast. Whereas Jeroboam’s inability to be faithful to the divine
expectations leveled on him would result in the complete and shameful
dissolution of his line, the infidelity exhibited by Solomon did not
result in the dissolution of the Davidic line. Instead, Davidic rule in
Jerusalem would continue. Ultimately, all the passages in 1 Kgs 11:1–
14:20 are presented in concert with this framework.53

In fact, this same syntax appears in 1 Kgs 11:11–13, establishing the
framework more firmly for the sub-unit 11:1–14:20. Across Samuel and Kings,
several passages coalesce based on a number of unifying characteristics. First, the
verb  קרעis used and the object of the tearing action is the kingdom. In addition,
there is an expressed result of this action, communicated by a form of the verb נתן.
In these episodes, the kingdom is torn away to give it, or at least part of it, to another.
Finally, each passage communicates that the Lord is responsible for this turn of
events. The relevant passages include 1 Sam 15:28; 28:17; 1 Kgs 11:11–13; 11:29–39;
and 14:8. There is also 2 Kgs 17:21, but this exhibits some distinguishing features.
For a classic study on these passages, see Helga Weippert, “Die Ätiologie des
Nordreiches und seines Königshauses (I Reg 11 29-40),” ZAW 95 (1983): 344–75.
53 Therefore, the notations about Solomon’s errors (11:1–13) and his
adversaries (11:14–25) set the stage for Ahijah’s oracle to Jeroboam (11:26–40). The
account of the schism introduces the reader to Jeroboam’s reign by recounting the
event that led to his coronation (12:1–24), and the episode of the anonymous dueling
prophets (13:1–34) highlights the egregiousness of Jeroboam’s sanctuary
constructions (12:25–33), which eventually substantiate the oracle of judgment
leveled on his family (14:9).
52

“Now Rehoboam, Son of Solomon, Reigned in Judah” | 23

C. Summary Hitherto
This essay has discussed a widespread disconnect among
commentators of Kings. On the one hand, virtually everyone
acknowledges the literary shift that occurs at 1 Kgs 14:21, the place
where the regnal framework begins in earnest. On the other hand, an
overwhelming number of commentators ignore the significance of this
juncture when articulating a structural breakdown, instead opting for a
major division after 1 Kgs 11:43. In response, this essay has entertained
the likelihood that 1 Kgs 14:21 is the more natural place for the first
major literary division. To put it succinctly: based on the fundamental
and universal literary principle that the division of major literary units
should proceed from the most pronounced shifts in tone, pace,
atmosphere, etc.—1 Kgs 14:21 is the preferable location for the
transition between the first and second literary unit of Kings.
This essay has also entertained proposals that highlight a
sophisticated chiastic structure governing the unit 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20.
However, such proposals are found wanting. Alternatively, this essay
suggested an organizational breakdown of 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20 that has
the benefit of scholarly consensuses as well as grammatical and
comparative considerations. The organization proposed is depicted in
Chart 1 on the following page. Ultimately, 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20 discusses
the ambitions and the precarious methods inherent to an ancient Near
Eastern monarchy, emphasizing the clairvoyance of David’s final
words along the way (1 Kgs 2:1–9). In terms of IBS structural
relationships, the first sub-unit (1 Kgs 1:1–2:46a) prepares the reader
for what will follow throughout 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20, which is supported
by reading 2:46b as a circumstantial clause to 3:1—the securing of the
throne was a requisite for Solomon’s ambitious policies; Solomon
became a son-in-law to Pharaoh when his throne was secure, not before.
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Securing the Throne
1:1–2:46a

1 Kings 1:1–14:20: United Monarchy

Wisdom Displayed
2:46b–4:34[5:14]

Building Campaigns
and
Royal Endeavors
5:1[5:15]–9:28

Legacy of
Solomon
10:1–29
Dissolution
of the
United Monarchy
11:1–14:20

Succession of Solomon
1:1–2:11
Establishing the Throne
2:12–46a
The Lord’s Appearance
2:46b–3:15
Wisdom in Adjudication
3:16–28
Wisdom in Affairs of the Kingdom
4:1–4:34[5:14]
Preparation
5:1[5:15]–18[32]
Building the Royal Precinct
6:1–7:51
Dedication Speech
8:1–66
The Lord’s Second Appearance
9:1–9
More Royal Endeavors
9:10–28
Queen of Sheba Visits
10:1–13
Solomon’s Opulence
10:14–29
The Demise of Solomon
11:1–43
Schism
12:1–24
Reign of Jeroboam I
12:25–14:20

Chart 1: Proposed Organizational Breakdown of 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20

The second sub-unit (2:46b–4:34[5:14]) is driven by particularization (the movement from general to particular). Ambitions require
a certain level of wisdom, and so the historian quickly transitioned to
discuss how Solomon received his unique wisdom and what it looked
like in action (3:4–4:34[5:14]). From there, the text moves into the third
sub-unit (5:1[5:15]–9:28) and further specifies what wisdom in a
monarchal context looks like by detailing how Solomon parlayed his
diplomatic ties for the sake of his kingdom (5:1[5:15]–9:28), namely

“Now Rehoboam, Son of Solomon, Reigned in Judah” | 25

through construction campaigns and economic endeavors. Moreover,
this third sub-unit occupies a central place in the unit, establishing it as
a point of emphasis.
However, chapter 10 deftly begins a shift in the unit. It
simultaneously validates Solomon’s efforts while hinting how that very
system would also secure his downfall. Surely, it is no coincidence the
images of Solomon’s international prestige and opulence negatively
echo Deut 17:14–20 and immediately precede 1 Kgs 11. Thus, the
coherence of the final two sub-units (1 Kgs 10:1–29 and 11:1–14:20)
force the reader to critically evaluate the entire monarchal system in an
Israelite context, even recalling David’s prescient final words (2:1–9),
which seem to juxtapose two rival criteria for defining Solomon’s reign.

IV. On the Semantic Effect
The semantic relationship between 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20 and 14:21ff. can
now be considered. Perhaps a simple guiding question is most
effective. How does the transition from the first unit to the second unit
organize the overall message of Kings? I propose that 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20
can be understood as a lengthy introduction to the rest of the history.
In IBS structural terms, 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20 prepares the reader for the main
thrust of the history, which is a historical reflection of Judah’s existence
alongside Israel. 54 Such a preparation is accomplished first and
foremost by exposing foundational themes that will be realized and
drive the rest of the history.
1. The success of the monarchal institution, and by implication
the vitality of the nation, is contingent upon the king’s ability
to walk in the ways of the Lord—to abide by the statutes and
commandments of the covenant. Such an expectation was
54 On preparation/realization as a structural feature, see Bauer and Traina,
Inductive Bible Study, 114–15.
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twice revealed to Solomon (1 Kgs 3:14; 9:4–5), and once to
Jeroboam I (1 Kgs 11:38).55
2. The dissolution of the United Monarchy was essentially
Solomon’s fault. The criticisms of Solomon that cleverly
unfold throughout the flow of 1 Kgs 1–11 become explicit
condemnations in 1 Kgs 11. More specifically, explicit
condemnations appear in the form of causative statements
that describe the forfeiture of a large swath of David’s
kingdom as the result of Solomon’s infidelity. That logic is
most poignant in 1 Kgs 11:11 and 11:33.
3. The legacy of David and the divine choice of Jerusalem are
not easily forgotten. In 11:12–13 Solomon is told that for the
sake of David and Jerusalem the forfeiture of the kingdom
will not occur in his lifetime nor will it be a complete
forfeiture. Similarly, in 11:32–36 Jeroboam is told that one
tribe will remain for Judah for the sake of David, Jerusalem,
and because territorial dominion was promised to David.56 As
Kings unfolds, these shadows loom large, repeatedly pacifying
the full measure of divine judgment by counteracting the
ineptitude of certain Judean kings.
4. Jeroboam’s cultic innovations forfeited any hope for stable
dynastic succession for the northern kingdom. According to
1 Kgs 14:9, the establishment of his sanctuaries at Bethel and
Dan secured judgment upon Jeroboam’s house and,
according to 2 Kgs 17:21–23, became one of the realities that
secured Israel’s judgment in 722 BCE. Consequently, Kings

Importantly, such exhortations also included assurance of dynastic stability.
Thus, in good Deuteronomic fashion, faithfulness would translate into blessings. In
this instance, blessings translate into national success and stability while curses
translate into exile and oppression.
56 On the meaning and significance of the  ִנירpassages in Kings, see David B.
Schreiner, “Why  ִנירin Kings?,” JSOT 39.1 (2014): 15–30.
55
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reveals that Jeroboam’s efforts set the northern kingdom
upon a path from which it did not part.
In addition, the lives of both Solomon and Jeroboam foreshadow
the historical contours of Israel and Judah.
1.

Just as Solomon’s life was a doubled edged sword, so too was
the monarchal institution. Solomon did great things for
Yahwism and Israelite society, but he also displayed gross
moral and theological lapses, all of which had tremendous
implications. The monarchy would also display such
tendencies.
2. Jeroboam’s inability to understand properly and to adhere to
Yahweh’s covenantal expectations quickly secured his
downfall. A similar propensity would be displayed repeatedly
throughout Israel’s history, coming to a head in the events of
722 BCE (cf. 2 Kgs 17).
3. Just as the reigns of Solomon and Jeroboam were inextricably
linked, so too would be the nations of Israel and Judah.
Jeroboam was identified as a servant of Solomon (1 Kgs
11:26), and the inception of the northern kingdom is
visualized by a torn garment, conjuring up ideas of the United
Kingdom ripped apart. Moreover, simple geographic and
economic connections disqualified any notion that Israel or
Judah could function and exist in isolation from the other.
4. The prophetic institution confronts the royal institution to
provide criticism, guidance, and illumination. Localized
mainly in the ministry of Ahijah within 1 Kgs 1:1–14:20, the
prophet offers oracles to both Solomon and Jeroboam. Just
as Ahijah’s prophecies are generally negative to the central
power structures, so too will the negative orientation
characterize a majority of the prophetic messages to
subsequent kings.
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5. Criticism and/or guidance by God’s word is not restricted to
the royal institution. The interaction between the two
anonymous prophets (1 Kgs 13:11–32) hints at criticism of
the prophetic institution. Conflict within the institution would
later confuse the community and the community’s leaders (cf.
1 Kgs 22).
Such connections show that Kings understands that individual
experiences and events do not exist in isolation. Rather, they influence
subsequent experiences and events and provide illumination for those
present and future.

V. Book-Level Implications
The proposal offered here has further book-level implications. If the
onset of the regnal framework initiates the first major transition in the
narrative, then the place where that regnal framework exhibits a
significant alteration in its content is a worthy place to consider another
transition. In 2 Kgs 21:1 the introduction formula first appears without
synchronization, reflecting the historical reality that the northern
kingdom no longer existed. From 2 Kgs 21:1 onward, the narrative
recounts Judah’s existence and its systematic erosion toward the
Babylonian Exile. Consequently, the second major transition within
the narrative should be positioned at 2 Kgs 21:1.
The result, then, is a history that exists in three major literary units:
1 Kgs 1:1–14:20; 1 Kgs 14:21–2 Kgs 20:21; 2 Kgs 21:1–25:30. The first
prepares the reader for the main thrust of the history, a discussion of
co–existing nations once unified, and the third details how Judah
succumbed to the same tendencies of the north, rendering inert the
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very things that fended off judgment for so many years. Thus, Kings
is fundamentally a comparative history that ends with a tragic twist.57
Within the second unit, one can discern three sub-units, where the
first (1 Kgs 14:21–16:34) and third (2 Kgs 14:1–20:21) detail political
upheaval and form a conceptual inclusio around the account of the
divided monarchy, which represents the majority of the history from a
quantitative standpoint. What’s more, this middle sub-unit (1 Kgs
17:1–2 Kgs 13:25) coincides with the so-called Elijah and Elisha cycles.
Thus, national juxtaposition is enhanced by institutional juxtaposition,
and when one considers the contrasting dynamics between the subunits of political upheaval, the juxtaposition is enhanced even further.
In 1 Kgs 14:21–16:34 the upheaval is finally pacified by the Omrides.
However, in 2 Kgs 14:1–20:21 the political upheaval progresses to a
critical contrast: the destruction of Samaria vs. the salvation of
Jerusalem. Such a contrast between 1 Kings 14:1–16:34 and 2 Kgs
14:1–20:21 verifies the details of 1 Kgs 17:1–2 Kgs 13:25. The north
was inferior to Judah with its temple and table dynasty, a reality that
was continuously verified by the voice of the prophet throughout.
The main units, sub-units, and a select number of sections of
Kings are depicted in Chart 2 (on p. 33). But in closing, it is worth
emphasizing that much more can be said about the structure of Kings.
Kings is one of the most complicated books in all of Scripture, literarily
and historically; but the constraints of this context limit any discussion.

Theda Skocpol and Margaret Somers, “The Uses of Comparative History in
Macrosocial Inquiry,” CSSH 22.2 (1980): 174–97. Comparative history, generally
defined, seeks to understand historical institutions and phenomena by “juxtaposing
historical patterns from two or more times or places” (174). The qualifier “from two
or more times or places” immediately jumps out. However, such a definition has
undoubtedly been crafted based on modern historical research, which enjoys a
ubiquity of sources and contexts that allows a comparison of cultures across
continents. While the distance between Israel and Judah is not profound, culturally
or chronologically, Kings’ method of presentation, which pivots between Israel and
Judah, fundamentally argues for a comparison between nations.
57
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Nevertheless, the broad contours discussed in this essay can provide a
framework for what is a delicate and detailed debate.

An Addendum
As this article was being prepared for publication, the 2019 thesis of
Nathan Lovell entitled “The Book of Kings and Exilic Identity: 1 and
2 Kings as a Work of Political Historiography” appeared.58 Chapter
Two of Lovell’s thesis exhibits significant overlap with the proposals
offered here, and so I now include a discussion of it.
Lovell argues that Kings is structured by the juxtaposition of
narratives. To be more precise, the juxtaposition is governed by the
cooperation of two literary features: the regnal framework and a series
of narrative arcs, which are characterized by a prophecy-fulfillment
scheme. In turn, Lovell observes “two major narratives” that have
separate plots but deal with the same themes, albeit from different
perspectives.59 Lovell labels the complementing narratives as Inner
Kings and Outer Kings, dividing their juxtaposition as follows: Outer
Kings A (1 Kgs 1:1–16:28)–Inner Kings (1 Kgs 16:29–2 Kgs 15:38)–
Outer Kings B (2 Kgs 16:1–25:30). Important to this division are the
transitional sections. According to Lovell, there are two transition
sections that are identified by a rapid clumping of the regnal formula.60
The first can be precisely defined, spanning 1 Kgs 14:21–16:28, and
the second, although a bit more elusive, is defined as 2 Kgs 14:1–15:38.
The result of these considerations is that Kings is a narrative that exists
in three distinct literary units.
Supporting this three-fold division are the narrative arcs of
prophecy-fulfillment. Plotting the prophecies and their corresponding
Nathan Lovell, “The Book of Kings and Exilic Identity: 1 and 2 Kings as a
Work of Political Historiography” (PhD diss., University of Sydney, 2019).
59 Lovell, “Kings and Exilic Identity,” 83.
60 Lovell, “Kings and Exilic Identity,” 61–64.
58
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fulfillments, Lovell explains how prophecies initiated within Inner and
Outer Kings are fulfilled only within each respective narrative. That is,
a prophecy uttered in the outer narrative is fulfilled later in the same
narrative, even if it means holding the prophecy unfulfilled for several
chapters as the Inner Kings narrative unfolds. Similarly, the prophecies
uttered in the Inner Kings narrative are not fulfilled in the Outer Kings
narrative. According to Lovell, this reality suggests a large-scale
intercalation as the governing editorial mechanism for 1 and 2 Kings.
A coherent narrative was disrupted (but later resumed) by another
coherent narrative to produce a juxtaposition that comments on the
diverse realities of Israelite history during Iron II.
Lovell’s proposal that Kings is fundamentally divided in this
three-fold fashion generally agrees with the three-fold scheme
presented in this article. Moreover, Lovell acknowledges the structural
importance of 1 Kgs 14:21, including the general notion that 1 Kgs
1:1–14:20 prepares the reader for what follows.61 Yet in emphasizing the
prophecy-fulfillment arcs, Lovell relegates the significance of the
regnal framework. In turn, he downplays the significance of the shift
in the introductory formula that occurs at 2 Kgs 21:1 (see above). The
proposal of this article emphasizes the significance of this shift. In
addition, I interpret Lovell’s transitional passages differently—as subsections devoted to recounting the socio-political upheaval that frame
the account of the Divided Monarchy. In doing so, the second literary
unit proposed here highlights more intensely certain historical realities,
namely the juxtaposition of Samaria’s demise with Jerusalem salvation.
It is my conviction that the proposal offered in this essay is largely
compatible with the proposal of Lovell. As far as I understand Lovell’s
argument, the hindrances are three. Yet they appear to be minor.

61 Lovell uses the term prophecy/fulfillment. However, Bauer and Traina
describe this phenomenon in Kings as a “specific form of preparation/realization”
(Inductive Bible Study, 114–15).
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1.

The demise of Jeroboam’s house (1 Kgs 14:6–11:14) is
fulfilled by Baasha (1 Kgs 15:29).
2. The demise and exile of Israel (1 Kgs 14:15–16) comes to pass
with the sacking of Samaria (2 Kgs 17:21–23).
3. The Babylonian Exile is predicted during Hezekiah’s reign (2
Kgs 20:16–18; 25:8–21).

In these cases, placing the main narrative divisions as I do (1 Kgs 14:21;
2 Kgs 21:21) would disrupt the narrative arcs proposed by Lovell. That
is, if one moves Lovell’s second transition back to 2 Kgs 21:1, the
prophecies initiated with Jeroboam’s reign in Outer Kings A would
find their fulfillment in Inner Kings. Similarly, the prophecy of the
Babylonian Exile uttered at the end of Inner Kings would find its
resolution early in Outer Kings B.
For Lovell, intercalation is understood to be the chief, governing
editorial device, implemented to highlight the copious prophecies and
fulfillments. Indeed, the proposal offered here acknowledges the
ubiquity and theological importance of the prophecies in Kings.
However, the regnal framework is understood to be the chief,
governing editorial device, which allows the suggestion that Kings is
fundamentally a comparative history (see above).
Ultimately, it appears that the differences between Lovell’s
proposal and the one offered here stem from different understandings
of a few textual details. Most importantly, I do not believe they
undermine the significant overlap and general compatibility. Kings is a
book that should be divided into three main literary units, and the first
major break appears with 1 Kgs 14:21. The debate moving forward
should center on how to understand the logical and semantic
relationships between those three units.
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The United
Monarchy
1Kgs 1:1–14:20

Securing the Throne
1:1–2:46a
Wisdom Displayed
2:46b–4:34[5:14]
Building Campaigns and Royal Endeavors
5:1[5:15]–9:28
Solomon’s Legacy
10:1–28
Dissolution of the United Monarchy
11:1–14:20
Dynastic Stability vs. Instability
14:21–16:20

Political Upheaval
1 Kgs 14:21–16:34

Omrides Established
16:21–34
The Divided
Monarchy
1Kgs 14:21–
2Kgs 20:21

Prophets and Kings
1 Kgs 17:1–2 Kgs 13:25

Elijah and Kings
1 Kgs 17:1–2 Kgs 1:18
Elisha and Kings
1 Kgs 2:1–2 Kgs 13:25
Internal and External Pressure
14:1–16:20

Political Upheaval
2 Kgs 14:1–20:21

Samaria vs. Jerusalem
17:1–20:21

Judah Alone
2 Kgs 21:1–
25:30

The Bad and the Good
21:1–23:30

Manasseh & Ammon
21:1–26
Josiah
22:1–23:30

The End
23:31–25:30
Chart 2: Structure of 1&2 Kings (Main Units, Sub-Units, etc.)
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Construing Culture as Composition—Part 3: Traina’s
Methodology Culturally Applied
Lindy D. Backues
Eastern University
lbackues@eastern.edu

Abstract
We come now, in Part 3 of the series, to employ Traina’s inductive
Bible study method, as discussed in the earlier articles in the series, to
the sociological issue of slums. If, then, we are to discuss slums, we
need to remind ourselves, at the outset, that we are not talking about
overcrowding, lack of amenity, poverty or want as such; but about the
relationship of such conditions to a context of meaning that changes
with your point of view. Unless we remember this constantly, any
proposal in terms of slums becomes unconscious ideological
imposition.1
Key Terms: structure, interpretation, Bible study, structural
relationships, inductive bible study (IBS), observation, understanding,
explanation, Methodical Bible Study, Robert A. Traina, cultural
analysis

1 Peter Marris, The Meaning of Slums and Patterns of Change (Los Angeles: School
of Architecture and Urban Planning, University of California, n.d.), 2.
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Introduction
In two previous articles I have put forward the theses that (a) all truth
is narrative in nature, that truth and knowledge are essentially storied
concepts, notions bathed in histories that provide the material for
interpretation, and (b) the inductive interpretive methodology
historically proffered by Professor Robert Traina constitutes a robust
hermeneutical approach, a methodology useful for interpreting far
more than simply textual materials.2 These two theses together allow
me to suggest an additional hypothesis, one I will test in this final
article: I submit that interpretive approaches to anthropology can be
significantly enriched by utilizing methodologies native to narrative
biblical criticism especially ones similar to in nature and rigor to
Traina’s approach.
To field test this hypothesis, I did not need to go far. At the time
of my field research, I lived in a context—West Java, Indonesia—quite
foreign to the culture where I had grown up; thus, I simply needed to
venture into my neighborhood and begin the process. I chose to study
some of the activities in an informal market located approximately a
half kilometer away from my home. I had previously met a man—I
will call him Pak Uun—who had for many years been a tofu peddler.
Assisted primarily by his daughter Tati, Pak Uun operated a thriving
little business.3 With many years of experience under his belt, Pak Uun
was quite well-versed in his trade and seemed to be very well liked in
the marketplace. For several months, for many a morning, I arose at
about 2:30 a.m. and groped my way through darkness to Pak Uun’s
stall. My aim, until approximately 9:00 a.m., was to perch myself on a
2 Lindy D. Backues, “Construing Culture as Composition—Part 1: The
Narrative Nature of Truth,” JIBS 6.1 (2019): 7–54; idem, “Construing Culture as
Composition—Part 2: Robert Traina’s Methodology,” JIBS 6.2 (2019): 29–62
3 Pak—an abbreviated form of Bapak (literally “father” in Indonesian)—
essentially translates as “Mr.” Neither Uun nor Tati are these people’s real names.
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little stool just behind him and his daughter and—as they were
peddling their wares—attempt to observe whatever I could and take
note of it. In addition, I made about a half dozen visits to their house,
sorting through what I saw.4 In the process, I amassed several cassette
tapes full of discussions as well as a considerable number of written
notes based upon these. It will be these notes, augmented by my own
observations, that will inform our analysis below.

Cultural Analysis—Clean-up as a Cultural
Domain in West Java
Consisting of thousands of kiosks situated next to each other cheek by
jowl, the marketplace in Cicadas5 lined a road bearing the same name.
It was an informal market—one not officially sanctioned by the local
government—which sprang up when the old official market was
moved by the authorities to a more distant location so that a
department store could be erected at the former site. Thus, for
residents in the Cicadas area to reach the formal market, they were
forced to cross a major thoroughfare filled with vehicles; it was a
dangerous trek. In addition, the new marketplace was more than twice
4 I lived in Indonesia for close to 18 years which caused me to be quite fluent
in the national language, Bahasa Indonesian. However, persons indigenous to West
Java—the Sundanese—speak a regional language known to them as Basa Sunda. I
must confess that I never gained complete fluency in that language, a fact that causes
my analysis here to suffer since I could not converse fluently in the language of the
marketplace—the heart language of Uun and Tati. Nevertheless, the visits I made to
them greatly assisted in clarifying many things that I otherwise would have missed.
5 This place where I lived during the middle of the 1990s, Cicadas (roughly
pronounced “Chee-cha-das”), is also one of the principal neighborhoods MIT
economists Banerjee and Duflo examine as they have attempted to rethink poverty
alleviation and international development, taking more of a data-driven, grassroots
approach to the problem. See Abhijit Banerjee and Esther Duflo, Poor Economics: A
Radical Rethinking of the Way to Fight Global Poverty; Reprint ed. (New York:
PublicAffairs, 2012).
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the distance from neighborhood residents when contrasted to the old
location. Hence, with typical entrepreneurial vigor aimed at capitalizing
on a felt need, informal stalls popped up alongside Cicadas at a pace
that frequently caused them to spill over into the street.6 Nonetheless,
few from the area complained. With most residents living at a
subsistence level and thus not able to spend the better portion of their
morning simply traveling to and from the new market, they seemed
very willing to put up with overcrowded streets to have the
opportunity of shopping in a market closer by. Besides, not many in
these neighborhoods owned cars anyway so, to them, this seemed as
good a use of city streets as any.
It was in this context that I stumbled across a term which set me
on my investigation. It seemed that in Indonesia, when informal
markets such as this arose (and, it must be admitted, they did that
frequently), one of the local government’s primary concerns was
keeping them clean—the Indonesian word for this is bersih. However,
as we will soon see, that word communicates more than one might
think if it is taken at face value.

Observations
De Soto describes the development of informal markets in Peru:
“Street vending commenced when people began to invade the public
thoroughfare, the use of which is open to everybody, in order to sell goods and
services and for commercial transactions—without obtaining permits, giving
receipts, or paying taxes. Some of this trade benefitted from a legal exemption
granted in exchange for payment of a charge or ‘excise’ which secured it the tolerance
of the municipal authorities.
“Informal markets, on the other hand, began when vendors who were already
operating on the streets sought to end the insecurity of doing so and began to build
their own markets without complying with legal provisions governing invaded land
or legally developed lots. Others engaged formal businesses to do so or became their
customers, but in either case the markets were built without complying with state
regulations” (Hernando de Soto, The Other Path: The Invisible Revolution in the Third
World [New York: Harper & Row, 1989], 59).
Informal markets in West Java owe their existence to a similar process.
6
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The following excerpts are taken from conversations with Pak Uun
and Tati conducted in the Indonesian language. I have translated these
into English for obvious reasons. The two terms I will refer to below,
Clean and Clean-up, are translations of the Indonesian words bersih and
pembersihan respectively. In addition, “L” signifies statements made by
me, whereas Pak Uun and Tati are listed by name.
L:

Why do city officials use the term Cleaning or Cleanup when they describe what we have been talking
about? Yesterday you pointed out that city officials
wanted the area to be as clean as possible. That
makes sense. But it seems from our discussions that
this term Clean-up refers, not only to tidying up the
trash, but also to a notion city officials have
regarding orderliness?

Tati:

That is because Clean-up can also mean “prohibited
to sell.”

L:

Well, if that is the case, then why don’t
they…(interrupted)

Pak Uun:

Yea, well … according to city officials in the
government, Clean-up is Clean-up. For instance, if
there is a visiting guest, well it’s called Clean-up. For
them, it’s the same thing.

Tati:

Yea—for those times, Clean-up means “prohibited
to sell.” At times like those—when they tell us we
can’t sell—they call it Clean-up.

When I first came across this expression Clean-up in the marketplace, I
assumed it signified a simple process of keeping Cicadas free of rubbish.
With many thousands of people bustling in and out of the place daily,
the market ended up peppered with its share of refuse—the likes of
which could easily be seen scattered about in the area. In fact, at first,
it seemed a rather attentive—and perhaps even supportive—thing for
the local government to do to allow an unofficial market to spring up,
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while also concerning themselves only with fostering a safe and clean
environment for small scale peddlers to trade. “Surely stressing trash
pick-up and health standards must be a good thing in the long run,” I
thought to myself. However, after watching, waiting, and bouncing my
observations off Pak Uun and Tati, I soon discovered that I was being
a bit naïve.
L:

So, allow me to summarize. Am I right to say that
there is, in fact, a type of Clean-up that involves doing
away with trash, or activities of Clean-up concerned
with arranging pushcarts lest they stick out and block
thoroughfares?

Pak Uun:

Yea, that’s right. That is Clean-up. But, there’s also
another kind of Clean-up. That happens when a guest
comes to our market, someone visits from the
outside.

L:

So, at times like that, they do not allow you to sell,
right?

Pak Uun:

Yea. That’s right.

L:

And they call that Clean-up too, then, right?

Pak Uun:

Yea. You see, there are two types of Clean-up. You can
have Clean-up involving trash and rubbish, but it also
refers to an activity, an announcement by the local
government, namely, at those times we are not
permitted to sell goods in the street.

Tati:

Yea, it’s sort of a straightening up of things. That’s
why they call it Clean-up.

L:

Oh yea, I guess that would be a good way of putting
it—at those times, Clean-up is essentially a
“straightening up of things.”

Tati:

Right—straightening things up.
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It did not take me long to realize, based upon conversations like these
(and observations of activities in the market itself) that there was not
just one type of Clean-up activity—there were, in fact, two very
different varieties: the first type did indeed involve the elimination of
rubbish; the second type of Clean-up, though, involved a completely
different sort of “cleaning up,” since these were efforts directed toward
the small-scale peddlers themselves. The first type of Clean-up was ongoing and continuous efforts—municipal public officials of various
types regularly made rounds inspecting, warning, and soliciting dues,
ostensibly with a view toward ensuring that rubbish was collected and
disposed of. In contrast, the second type of Clean-up seemed to happen
only occasionally, sporadically, and these efforts were uniquely
prompted by a particular, infrequent trigger: the appearance of an
outside dignitary.
L:

When there is a Clean-up—when you are told you
cannot sell—what time is that usually announced?
When do they deliver the message to you?

Pak Uun:

Oh, in those cases, the decree comes from the District
Office. The mandate is delivered by various District
Office Civil Defense Workers.

L:

How do they do that? Do they come to your house?

Pak Uun:

No, they come straight to where we were selling the
day before. They visit us—they drop in and tell us
that we cannot sell the next day.

L:

So, you find out one day before. You have 24 hours’
notice

Pak Uun:

Yea. “Tomorrow, don’t sell. There’s going to be a
guest,” they’ll say. “It’s got to be clean.”

Thus, when an outside dignitary visited, all small-scale merchandising
activities on the part of these peddlers—activities not in the least
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related to whether or not there is rubbish—were implicitly likened to
pollution and impurity. By selling at times like these, the message
seemed to be, the very presence of these peddlers, and the new
marketplace itself, was a pollutant.
It did not take me long to realize that literal rubbish was linked to
small-scale peddling primarily by how each element was viewed by
those in control; both were taken to be something less than attractive.
In short, rubbish was framed as an “eyesore,” as too were small-scale
peddler activities. But significantly, this parallel did not always hold—
sometimes they were treated differently. It is important to note that
the unsightliness of small-scale peddler activity was underscored by
local officials only at those times when an outside visitor entered the
area. It seemed that at all other times the potential distasteful
appearance of these vendors did not constitute an issue at all. On the
contrary, small-scale peddler activity was, at those times, viewed as a
useful source of government (and—for government collectors who
made the rounds in the informal market—personal) income, due to
informal tariffs that small-scale peddlers were forced to pay by local
government officials.8 With respect to this second type of Clean-up, the
problem seemed far more punctiliar in nature.
L:

Why don’t government officials use a different term
when visitors come to town…uh…prohibited to sell, for
instance? Wouldn’t that be a bit more precise than the
term Clean-up? Why do they use this same term Cleanup when they are actually simply wanting you to
temporarily cease selling?

8 De Soto highlights similar “excise” tax arrangements between informal
vendors and government officials in Peru: “The excise tax...is the preferred means
of consolidating special rights of ownership because it benefits both the street
vendors and the municipal authorities. The vendors pay it because it gives them a
measure of stability and security, and the authorities levy it because they obtain more
income per square meter than they would if the same vendors were formally
established” (The Other Path, 69).
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Tati:

I don’t know. Maybe because, if they said we were
prohibited from selling, we would take it as a
permanent ban. Clean-up like this is short-term.

Pak Uun:

Yea, Clean-up like this is not permanent. We can sell
again later.

Tati:

By using Clean-up, they are suggesting it is only a
sometimes thing.

Pak Uun:

It’s kind of like, normally we can sell; unless there is a
Clean-up. If there is a Clean-up, we’re not allowed. We
just need to know when the Clean-up will be and when
it will end. When there are visitors, they don’t want us
there.

Pak Uun and Tati helped me see that both the rubbish and small-scale
peddlers were judged by the local government as problems—the
difference between them, though, seemed connected to the duration of
each of these two differing campaigns. Furthermore, seeing as how
visitors were often chauffeured into the area in automobiles, small-scale
peddlers presented a unique problem, a challenge not found in relation
to rubbish: when visitors came through, vendors represented traffic
impediments. The congestion caused by thousands of stalls and their
resulting patrons consequently was something not only aesthetically
unpleasing and unbecoming; schedules often needed to be altered and
appointments broken. Thus, a good deal of effort was expended in
clearing main transportation arteries of these obstructions.
L:

About Clean-up mandates related to outside visitors,
how long do those last? Did you tell me those can
sometimes last a week?

Pak Uun:

Yea, they can go on for a week if the guest stays that
long.

Tati:

Yea—we just need to wait until the guest leaves.

Pak Uun:

Kind of like Clean-up the other day.
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L:

You mean the one on Asia-Africa Street [a reference
to a conference for Non-Aligned Nations held in
town the previous week]? How long did that go on,
for a week or how long?

Pak Uun:

Yes—that’s a good example. That one lasted a week.

Tati:

Yea.

L:

So, last week, for a whole week, you were not allowed
to sell?

Pak Uun:

We didn’t dare. We had to wait.

L:

A whole week without business activity. That seems a
long time. Was that especially difficult? After all, that’s
many days without income.

Pak Uun:

Yea, it was hard. Instead of setting up at our normal
place, at the informal market, we must set up at the
official market much farther away—and looking for a
spot can be hard. But, we must do it; we can’t afford
to be inactive. At the formal market, we can’t sell to
our normal customers and our sales really go down.
But, what can we do?

As we will soon see, Clean-up was, in fact, a cover term tracing a certain
crescendo, a designation that encompassed problems in need of
resolution. But as can also be seen, Clean-up came in two different
varieties with each type corresponding to separate problems. In
keeping with the contrasting frequency of the two causal elements—
i.e., Rubbish as an on-going problem and Small-Scale Peddlers as
occasional problems at certain times—the high points of each of these
two movements also exhibited their own distinctions: Rubbish Clean-up
seemed to be an on-going affair designed to sustain small, more regular
climactic efforts; Small-scale Peddler Clean-up, on the other hand, served
an occasional, much less frequent event, induced by a visit on the part
of an outside dignitary or guest.
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***
Considering the general interpretive methodology I am putting
forward in this series of articles, a cultural domain seems to be
appearing here—one visually presented in the appendix found at the
end of this article, a constellation organized, as I intimate above, under
the general cover term Clean-up. In keeping with Traina’s inductive
methodology, I offer a visual breakdown of the domain as well as
corresponding interpretive questions and strategic events.9
Initial Interpretation
The idea of dirt implies a structure of idea [sic]. For us dirt is a kind
of compendium category for all events which blur, smudge,
contradict, or otherwise confuse accepted classifications. The
underlying feeling is that a system of values which is habitually
expressed in a given arrangement of things has been violated.10
One of the primary ways in which this arrangement seems to hold
together is by way of a comparison proposed between Rubbish and
Small-Scale Peddlers (Structural Relationship I—Recurrence of Substantiation
with Comparison). By comparatively linking these two very different
subjects (human beings with waste products!), the need for Clean-up is
substantiated.11 In fact, the closer Rubbish and Small-Scale Peddlers are
In contrast to Traina’s system, I have chosen to isolate not strategic areas,
seeing as how we have no encoded text before us, but strategic events—actual
incidents that serve as focal points for analysis. In addition, this also allows us to
deliberately treat occurrences and our observations of them in a text analogue fashion
and thus avoid undue reliance on verbal responses from informants.
10 Mary Douglas, as cited in Jerome H. Neyrey, “The Symbolic Universe of
Luke-Acts: ‘They Turn the World Upside Down,’” in The Social World of Luke-Acts:
Models for Interpretation, ed. Jerome H. Neyrey (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1991),
271–304 at 274.
11 Of course, the world view I am exploring here is that embraced by
government officials in West Java. It is their assumptions and beliefs that prevail
upon small-scale peddlers in the way I describe here. Consequently, this should not
9
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linked, the more the presence of one can be proffered as a justification
for Clean-up activities directed toward the other (thus, the
substantiation components found in the movement are mutually
sustaining). Therefore, the appearance of a good deal of rubbish in
Cicadas was highlighted by local authorities as a justifying reason for
banning small-scale peddling in the community when they deemed that
necessary—whether it was necessary for a short period or
indefinitely. 12 And if not banned, much of the blame for social
problems in the area could still be laid at the feet of small-scale
peddlers. For instance, while the graphic clearly shows the motif Health
Hazard as being uniquely brought about by the presence of Rubbish, if
the distinction between these two motifs could be blurred by way of
likening one to the other, Small-scale Peddlers became easily cited as the
principal reason for substandard health conditions found in Cicadas—
irrespective of the service they offered to local residents who
frequented the market.13 Thus the government (and any other outside
parties) could be relieved of all responsibility, as well as conveniently
absolved of all complicity, whether in terms of ill effects engendered
by way of edicts that banned market activity or in terms of the levels
of poverty apparent in the area. In fact, it was possible for visiting
guests to be given just this sort of an explanation as to the privation or
poverty affecting those in the area. In short, this mechanism justified
a classic case of blaming the victim. 14 The supposed eyesore that
be taken as a statement concerning the culture of the region in general. We are dealing
here with a sub-stratum.
12 Never mind the impact this will have upon community residents’ well-being
if they can no longer sustain themselves by means of their sole source of income.
13 This, of course, calls upon insight gained by attempting to answer some of
the questions listed under Structural Relationship II—Recurrence of Causal
Particularization with Contrast. Thus, we see how the answering of questions related to
one structural relationship leads us to an investigation of another.
14 Cf. William Ryan’s insightful book Blaming the Victim; rev. ed. (New York:
Vintage, 1976) which introduced this phrase. Clearly, I am not saying that this is
always what happens. I am merely pointing out that the existing constellation of
structural relationships makes this a distinct possibility. Certainly, whether

46 | The Journal of Inductive Biblical Studies 7/1:34-63 (Winter 2020)

peddlers represented, the alleged health threat they posed, and the
obvious obstruction to traffic they became, thereafter served to thrust
causal factors in an upward spiral that culminated in the second type
of Clean-up event—a ban on market activity.15
Taking our cue from this relationship’s implicational questions as
found below, we might ask ourselves (1) Upon what assumption is this
comparative coupling based? and (2) What sort of ideas, beliefs, or
actions are brought about by continuing to link these two motifs?
One obvious assumption is that there must exist a legitimation of
the dehumanization process upon which the entire construct is built.
This can be seen in the equating of waste with persons. Small-scale
Peddlers could not be thought to require Clean-up in the same way as did
rubbish unless they were first seen as something other than human. Of
course, this puts a safe ontological distance between Cicadas’s smallscale peddlers and those from outside the area, persons doing the
judging: in a word, it relieves outsiders of all responsibility in relation
to problems insiders face. “Indeed,” as the reasoning goes, “these
peddlers comprise the problem—they are not like us (since we are not
problems!)—and thus the answer is for them to become more like us,
so as not to perpetuate Cicadas’s predicament.”16
An equally obvious outgrowth of all of this is the need for
Cicadas’s peddlers to be either recuperated or swept away—depending

government officials (or anyone else, for that matter) take this road depends upon
their cognizance concerning this dynamic as well as their own moral fabric.
15 Here we have the emergence of Structural Relationship IV—Recurrence of
Climax.
16 Once again, we run into another collaboration of constructs—this time as it
relates to Structural Relationship III, Recurrence of Interrogation with Contrast—since we
are now speaking of small-scale peddlers as problems. Cf. Riley: “We must
particularly ask, “To whom are social problems a problem?” And usually, if truth
were to be told, we would have to admit that we mean they are a problem to those
of us who are outside the boundaries of what we have defined as the problem”
(Blaming the Victim, 12). We will touch upon the role boundaries play in all of this in
a moment.
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upon whether they are viewed as invalids or as rubbish.17 While the
latter is the primary comparison we have cited here, the former, of
course, also aligns itself quite nicely with the fabricated construct Smallscale Peddlers As Health Hazards, since it is made possible by
comparison.18 In addition, once these people are viewed as less than
human, any sort of action considered necessary in order to deal with
them can be rationalized, even though it might not be so easily justified
before. Therefore, not only were individual crescendos of Clean-up
made possible in Cicadas, but a sort of climax of climaxes was also made
tenable, wherein Clean-up campaigns deemed ineffective could be
intensified into efforts more and more inhumane, all directed at ridding
Cicadas of its “problems.”
One final word is needed concerning the analysis of the structural
relationships found in this cultural scene. Borrowing from the
understanding of Strategic Areas we gained by way of the second article
in our series, we know that Strategic Events can likewise serve as targeted
occasions—what I called “key points of contact” in our discussion
pertaining to Strategic Areas—for the purpose of answering select
interpretive questions. These can then serve as hermeneutical windows
into the particular structural relationship identified.

17 These two views align with what Janice Perlman found to be the
predominant images held by outsiders concerning slum dwellers in Rio de Janeiro:
(1) pathological agglomerations, or (2) inevitable blights (The Myth of Marginality:
Urban Poverty and Politics in Rio de Janeiro [Berkeley, California: University of California
Press, 1976], 14–17). The former, says Perlman, can only lead to one policy objective:
“eradicate the favella” (The Myth of Marginality, 15), whereas, she says, “… policy
implications of [the latter] are that the favelados should be helped within the limits
of what is feasible, so that they can be recuperated… (The Myth of Marginality, 17).
Perlman’s terminology makes sense of our images as well: rubbish deserves
eradication, while invalids require recuperation.
18 Cf. “The oppressed are regarded as the pathology of the healthy society,
which must therefore adjust these ‘incompetent and lazy’ folk to its own patterns by
changing their mentality. These marginals need to be ‘integrated,’ ‘incorporated’ into
the healthy society that they have ‘forsaken’” (Paulo Freire, Pedagogy of the Oppressed
[New York: Continuum, 1990], 61).
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Looking at our cultural scene as found in the appendix, we see
that Clean-up functioned as just such a Strategic Event. First, the
compound structural relationship Recurrence of Climax includes the
structural law Climax, itself one of the relationships that manifests a
distinctive Strategic Area, in this case “at the apex or pinnacle portion
of the relationship—the crescendo.” Thus, my being present at the
Clean-up event surely would have yielded additional insight for my
analysis, since I would have been present at the culmination of a
previous on-going chain of events. In addition, Clean-up is also
specifically mentioned as a representative Strategic Event for both
Recurrence of Substantiation with Comparison and Recurrence of Interrogation
with Contrast. Consequently, identification of Strategic Events for three of
the four existing relationships points to the Clean-up event as
something of critical importance. This being the case, a few of the
more illuminating questions could have been chosen from each of the
above three laws, and thereafter these questions could have served as
guides for my continued interpretation of the cultural scene by means
of participatory observation and ethnographic interviewing, especially
during Clean-up events themselves.
Therefore, by causing us to return to the observation phase,
Strategic Events assist in converting understanding as comprehension into
understanding as a guess about the whole (the two ends of the interpretive
arc I highlighted in the first article), thereby beginning the interpretive
cycle all over again. In this way, dialectic interpretation would become
“an ever-expanding spiral leading on to greater clarity in the evolving
process of comprehending.”19

19

Backues, “Construing Culture as Composition—Part 1,” 22.
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Tentative, Deeper Interpretation
According to Jerome H. Neyrey,
“Purity,” then, is the orderly system whereby people perceive
that certain things belong in certain places at certain times.
“Purity” is the abstract way of indicating what fits, what is
appropriate, and what is in place. “Purity” refers to a system,
a coherent and detailed drawing of lines in the world to peg,
classify, and structure that world. “Purity” is a cultural map
which indicates “a place for everything and everything in its
place.”20
While isolating definitive cultural themes is certainly premature at this
point, I will indulge myself in a few suggestions as to what we have
found here in order that the process might tentatively be rounded out.
I asserted in my earlier discussion that a cultural theme serves as
“a shared, integrating premise embraced by a particular people which
resounds repeatedly throughout their world view concerning a certain
aspect of life lived out individually or together.”21 I also maintained
that by isolating semantic relationships within domains, one can better
comprehend the leitmotifs current within the domain. 22 Plainly, we
have isolated here structures akin to Spradley’s semantic relationships
in our analysis above (i.e., Traina’s structural relationships). Thus, we
seem now poised to search for integrating premises coalescing the
symbolic world there—the logico-structural integration (borrowing from
Kearney),23 which serves to make the entire system tick. As we have
seen, this is the essence of the text analogue approach to culture.
Neyrey, “Symbolic Universe of Luke-Acts,” 275.
Backues, “Construing Culture as Composition—Part 1,” 48.
22 Backues, “Construing Culture as Composition—Part 1,” 48.
23 Michael Kearney, World View (California: Chandler & Sharp, 1984).
20
21
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Consequently, it is now fair to ask: what sort of premise(s) were
operative in the government officials’ world view in relation to their
involvement in the cultural domain Clean-up? What do these themes
tell us about their symbolic world as they oversaw the affairs of smallscale peddlers in Cicadas?
In attempting to answer these questions I would like to direct our
attention once more to a statement found above. There it was noted
that, with the arrival of an outside guest, small-scale peddlers’ activities
were generally equated with pollution and impurity. As we will see in a
moment, this points us to a primary theme that holds sway amongst
officials in West Java: something I will call Baku-ism. The term stems
from the Indonesian word baku (meaning: standard), and is a theme
that seems to be at the root of the Clean-up process as we have observed
it. However, as will be seen in a moment, it also seems to accommodate
far more than is indicated merely by glossing the term standardization.
One cannot live in Indonesia long before coming across
government rhetoric based upon the word baku. In addition, there
seems to be a primary fascination with three related qualities as well:
matters resmi (being formal), tertib (being tidy, neat) and teratur (being in
proper order). These four terms serve as a constellation of meaning
and at times they surface as virtual bureaucratic mantras.24 This being
the case, it seems no coincidence that dignitaries saw small-scale
peddlers as the very antithesis of all they held dear, i.e., that which that
took to be standard, formal, tidy, neat, or in proper order.
The surface relationship to the Clean-up event is more than
obvious. It was simply an attempt to bring small-scale peddlers into
line with an esteemed view of order operative in the minds of these
officials. Paradoxically, however, anyone who has ever attempted to do
An interesting connection exists between the term tertib and the actual Cleanup event itself. The special government task force that was given the responsibility
of removing illegal settlements, businesses, and residents was called Tibum, an
abbreviation short for Penertiban Umum; literally, “Public Arrangement.” The word
penertiban derives from tertib.
24
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business with a government office in Indonesia will notice these
qualities are usually conspicuously absent there as well. That being so,
why pick on small-scale peddlers? Why point to the splinter in Cicadas’s
eye when there were so often logs found lying about in government
offices? Clearly there was more than a simple concern for physical
order and discipline at work in this case.
I believe the answer to this riddle can be found in realizing the
sort of standardization that was sought by government officials, i.e.,
cognitive tidiness as opposed to a mere physical tidiness. Of course,
this seemingly ill-placed craving for orderly conceptual arrangement
was itself brought on by the officials’ need to classify and label to
exercise control. For, to their way of thinking, to effectively regulate
their domain they had to be able to catalogue, categorize, and mentally
place that which was within their jurisdiction. Therefore, the confusing
or unmanageable surely presented more than a physical and
persnickety problem here; ultimately physical orderliness seemed to
defy constraint and governance. Moreover, in this regard small-scale
peddlers were no doubt especially trying. Operating in the informal
economy as they did, they surely not only proved difficult to tally, they
were next to impossible to pigeonhole since they existed at the hazy
margins of the government’s taxonomy. Classifying them was like
shooting at a moving target. After all, were they businesspersons or
not? A part of the economy or not? A stimulus to national
development or not? A source of national income or not
(remembering the “excise” tax collected from them)? These persons
serve as a conceptual conundrum not easily swept away—hence the
need for repeated clean-ups.25

Even current development literature seems to tacitly acknowledge the
dilemma—a good deal of discussion pertaining to the “informal economy” revolves
around questions like “What is this sector?”, “What does informality encompass?”,
and “Where does one draw the line in studying the informal economy?”
25
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At a similar but more theoretical level, a thesis proposed by Mary
Douglas pertaining to the cultural process of classification sheds light
on this dynamic.26
[B]ritish anthropologist Mary Douglas … calls the orderly
systems of lines and classifications [in a given culture]
“purity,” a term which brings out the sense of correctness
when the system is known and observed. “Purity” is an
abstract terms [sic] which stands for the order of a social
system, that is, the pattern of perceptions and the system of
classifications. All people have a sense of what is “pure” and
what is “polluted,” although just what constitutes “purity” and
“pollution” changes from culture to culture.27
Three key elements make up Douglas’s thesis: (1) boundaries, (2)
structure, and (3) margins. 28 The first component marks off those
items considered in and those deemed out in a domain, the second
represents the internal, hierarchical classification at work within it,
while the third focuses upon fringe elements which threaten to blur
the classification system. And even though the concepts “purity” and
“pollution” are employed by Douglas to describe the mechanism
operative in the classification process, such a polarization does not
break down into a simple in-out dichotomy. Instead, components
deemed “pure” are those dutifully occupying positions in the
prevailing system of classifications, whereas those classified
“impure,”—pollution—are elements that “straddle a line or blur a
definition.” Neyrey maintains, “[T]hey are moving out of place and
begin to be thought of as “impure.” Such things are perceived as

Mary Douglas, Purity and Danger (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1966).
Neyrey, “Symbolic Universe of Luke-Acts,” 274.
28 Neyrey, “Symbolic Universe of Luke-Acts,” 281.
26
27
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dangerous or threatening, precisely because the perceivers are unsure
of just how to classify them.”29
In contrast, elements outside of the domain are not seen as
impure, they are simply irrelevant since, by lying as outside of the
constellation, they occupy a spot easily classified. Consequently, as
such, these outside features present no problem at all to the prevailing
system.
Resemblance to what we have been discussing is clear. More
interesting yet, though, is the fact that “pollution” is the designation
Douglas uses to describe boundary-blurring elements—this conjures a
connotation curiously similar to that was used by government officials
to represent small-scale peddlers in the cultural scene we examined
above. And although curious, the affinity surely is not coincidental.
For, while physical pollutants can bring about actual diseases and
therefore deserve public separation, much of the social contempt
reserved for this type of material finds its source in the cognitive
confusion it engenders: as waste product, rubbish is simultaneously
both attached and not attached to those renouncing it.
Douglas … argues that acts and things that do not fit into the
conceptual categories of a people are often tabu to them. For
example, body excretions are not fully part of the body, nor
fully detached from it. Hence, they are somehow polluting.30
Thus, pollution is often material in transition: liminal substance just
recently useful but now shifting in status. If still clearly designated in,
it would not be a pollutant; on the other hand, neither would it receive
such negative focus if clearly unconnected to us—classified as out in
the in-out combination. But, instead, it hovers hazily in between,
threatening the categories and thus confusing all who encounter it.
29
30

Neyrey, “Symbolic Universe of Luke-Acts,” 281.
Paul G. Hiebert, Cultural Anthropology (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1983), 375.
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At this stage the concept of liminality could remind us of Arnold
van Gennep’s landmark work, Rites of Passage. 31 In that analysis,
Gennep asserts that shifts in an individual’s social status are
communally handled by a three-stage process extant in all cultures; one
which “serve[s] to facilitate the [exchange of roles in society] and to
reduce the anxiety brought on by the status passage.”32 The three steps
in the process are: (1) a separation from the previous status; (2) a
transitional, liminal phase in which the participant is ritually held in a
state of limbo; and (3) an incorporation into the new status by means of
the aforementioned ritual. Most crucial to this whole process seems to
be the middle phase. Spradley and McCurdy explain:
Each person who makes the transition must assume a new
identity and the role that accompanies it. He must know the
content of this new role and be able to perform it
appropriately. He must gain acceptance from others and come
to feel within himself that he has become an adult, a husband,
or some other new identity. This change and the tasks it
presents create anxiety and insecurity. The rites of passage
serve to facilitate the accomplishment of these tasks and to
reduce anxiety brought on by the status passage.33
While useful for our analysis here, it seems that we must modify the
way the rites of passage thesis has often been embraced. Arising as it
does out of a structural-functionalist model of anthropology, it
assumes a well-lubed society that tends toward equilibrium and
harmony. Spradley and McCurdy exemplify this bias when they argue
the following:
Arnold van Gennep, The Rites of Passage (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1960).
32 James P. Spradley and David W. McCurdy, Anthropology: The Cultural
Perspective, 2nd ed. (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1980), 136.
33 Spradley and McCurdy, Anthropology: The Cultural Perspective, 136.
31
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[E]very society is a functioning unit, and the equilibrium is
upset when individual members change their positions within
the social system. Rites of passage serve to reinforce the values
on which a society is founded and restore the equilibrium of
the social order. They enable us all to deal appropriately with
changes that occur in our own social worlds.34
But a society as a functioning unit can also be quite cruel to some of
its members. One is forced to ask: Whose values are we speaking of
the society being based upon? Stated plainly, the theory as normally
interpreted does not deal well with conflict in cultures; i.e., the sort of
conflict which we have seen clearly seen existed between government
officials and small-scale peddlers in Cicadas.
Be this as it may, the rites of passage thesis can still contribute to
our analysis here. I argued above that during the liminal period, anxiety
and insecurity are at their highest—“equilibrium is upset when
individual members change their positions within the social system.”
Generally, the saving grace at that point seems to be the fact that the
liminal stage functions as a very temporary stage aimed at promptly reestablishing equilibrium, based upon a newly incorporated status for
those in transition. However, if a given status is seen by Party A to be
transitional, yet it is seen as fixed and sustaining in the eyes of Party B,
doubtless anxiety will be experienced by the former, seeing as how it
is their equilibrium put at risk. In addition, Party A’s uneasiness will be
protracted, since Party B will not be inclined to “move on through,”
transitioning out of liminality toward incorporation (since, to them,
they do not find themselves in a transitional, liminal phase at all). And,
of course, this is exactly what we have seen to be the situation that
prevailed in Cicadas. The informal, liminal position occupied by smallscale peddlers in the government’s classification system caused public
34

Spradley and McCurdy, Anthropology: The Cultural Perspective, 136.
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officials a great deal of stress. Therefore, these officials naturally sought
a resolution to this tension by means of a transitioning of the peddlers
(by way of the Clean-up event) away from what they took to be borders
or margins—rubbish was thus swept away, invalids recuperated. 35
Combining Douglas’s theory with van Gennep’s concepts, the status
of the informal small-scale peddler functioned, for government
officials, as an impure, liminal status since it did not fit neatly into their
conceptual categories. It upset their sense of equilibrium upon which
their classification system and labelling depended. Hence, jealously
guarded administrative authority appeared threatened.
Returning to what I have called Baku-ism, it is now possible to
restate what seems signified. While it remains true that the term
standardization does not capture the entirety of what obtained in Cicadas,
it remains a good place to start. For equilibrium is a standard state of
affairs; a modicum of harmonious order for a given party. Of course,
this implies a standardizer. In that case, we are forced to inquire who
is setting the criteria.

Conclusion to Part 3: Robert Traina’s
Methodology Culturally Applied
Baku-ism seemed to assert that public officials had the exclusive right
to decide rules and boundaries and the images of “purity” and
equilibrium that accompanied them. Accordingly, these officials were
also the ones (self-?) authorized to deem what was “clean.” Once these
decisions were made, they were then to be embraced by all. Persons or
things not fitting into the schema—marginal elements—would be
Could it be that the Clean-up event does function as a sort of rite of passage
here, but one which is imposed and considerably disadvantageous to the peddlers?
Hence, it only seeks to safeguard the equilibrium of government officials (and then,
only sporadically, as we have seen) while threatening the equilibrium of the vendors
in the informal sector.
35
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perceived as “impure” and thus it was only fitting that these would be
subjected to the Clean-up process since they imperiled the system and
the positions of power latent within it. To sum up, Baku-ism viewed
small-scale peddlers as liminal persons polluting the order of society.
Pollution, of course, always calls for removal—something to be got rid
of as quickly as possible before it metastasizes.
While we have not time nor space to analyze it here, a
countervailing investigation arising from this theme could be
attempted. While government officials saw peddlers as problems,
peddlers no doubt in turn experiences Baku-ism as a problem—after
all, in the case of Cicadas, the informal market came about due to a
Baku-ism-based decision to relocate the old, formal market to a new
location no longer as accessible to those most dependent upon it.
Hence, the peddlers’ solution to this problem was the informal
market—ironically thereafter framed as a problem by public officials.
But, with the consequent power disparity in this face-off, it was
inevitable that small-scale peddlers would become (or already had
become) a socialized underclass—at least partially imbibing a selfimage as rubbish that needs to be cleaned up. Utilizing the interpretive
methodology suggested here, just how this process affected them
might be explored. Certainly, this would prove a worthwhile study—
one at once illuminating as well as disturbing.
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Appendix
Structural Analysis
of

“Clean-up” as a Cultural Domain
SOLUTION

PROBLEM

Eyesore

Health
Hazard

Impede
Traffic

On-going

Eyesore

(Rubbish and
Small Scale
Peddlers as
Problems)

Punctiliar
Contrast

I. Recurrence of Substantiation
with Comparison

The two elements Rubbish and Smallscale Peddlers recurringly substantiate
the need for a Clean-up and are thereby
compared to each other.

Interpretive Questions
Definitive Qs:

What is the meaning of Rubbish? What is
the meaning of Small-scale Peddlers? In what
way(s) are they similar to each other? By
what element(s) are they compared? How
does each movement substantiate/lead to
a need for a Clean-up? How does this
substantiate/ reinforce the comparison?
What is the meaning of such a
substantiation in each case? What is the
meaning of the recurring substantiation of
a Clean-up? What is the meaning of the
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implicit comparison of Rubbish with Smallscale Peddlers?
Rational Qs:

Why is this interrogational movement
used as it is here?
Why is the Clean-up substantiated in such
a way by each of the two elements? Why is
it substantiated recurringly here? Why is
Rubbish compared to Small-scale
Peddlers? Why such a comparison as
related to the recurring substantiation of a
Clean-up?

Implicational Qs:

Assumptions:
What must be assumed for the above
relationship(s) to exist? What is taken for
granted in advance in order for the above
relationship(s) to be operative?
Outworkings/Outgrowths:
What natural developments or implications
flow from the above relationship(s)? What
assumptions develop from such a
relationship/ relationships?

II. Recurrence of Causal
Particularization with
Contrast

Interpretive Questions
Definitive Qs:

Both Rubbish and Small-scale Peddlers
bring
about
certain
particular
outcomes, i.e., they are eyesores, health
hazards and traffic impediments. While
both Rubbish and Small-scale Peddlers
manifest a common result (the
“Eyesore” Motif), each in turn
generates a unique result which differs
from the corresponding outcome found
in the other (Health Hazard vs. Traffic
Impediment).
What is the meaning of Rubbish? What is
the meaning of Small-scale Peddlers? What
is the meaning of each of their particular
outcomes? How do each of these causes
lead to their relative outcomes? What is the
meaning of each causal movement? What
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is the meaning of the particularized
movement in each case? How does the
particularization
of
the
elements
substantiate the causal movement in each
case? What is the meaning of the recurring
appearance of such causal particularization
here? What particular elements differ
(Observational Question)? How do these
particular elements differ? What is the
meaning of such a contrast/difference
here? How does such a contrast relate to
recurring causal particularization as found
here?
Rational Qs:

Implicational Qs:

Why is such causal particularization found in
each case? Why is causation linked with
particularization in each case? Why is this
movement found recurringly? Why the
contrasting of particular elements? Why is
the contrast found in the recurring causal
particularization relationship evident here?
Assumptions:
What must be assumed for the above
relationship(s) to exist? What is taken for
granted in advance for the above
relationship(s) to be operative?
Outworkings/Outgrowths:
What natural developments/ implications
flow from the above relationship(s)? What
assumptions develop from such a
relationship/ relationships?

III. Recurrence of Interrogation
with Contrast

The problem/solution relationship
appears recurringly, i.e., both Rubbish
and Small-Scale Peddlers are seen as
problems needing a solution (Cleanup). However, Rubbish is seen as an
on-going, recurring problem whereas
Small-Scale Peddlers are only seen as
problems requiring a solution when
local dignitaries visit.
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Interpretive Questions
Definitive Qs:

Rational Qs:

Implicational Qs:

For whom are each of the elements seen as
problems and what is the meaning of the
problem in each case? What is the meaning
of Clean-up as its solution in each case and
for whom is it a solution? How does each
problem bring about the need for a
solution? How does Clean-up solve the
problem in each case? What is the meaning
of the recurrence or reappearance of this
problem/solution relationship as it
presents itself here? What is the meaning
of Rubbish as an ongoing problem? What
is the meaning of Small-Scale Peddlers as
problems only occasionally? How do these
two problems different? What is the
meaning of this temporal/frequency
difference here?
Why is Rubbish seen as a problem? Why
are Small-scale Peddlers seen as problems?
Why is Clean-up proposed as their
corresponding solutions? Why does this
problem/solution relationship recur here?
Why is Rubbish seen as an ongoing
problem? Why are Small-scale Peddlers
seen as problems only intermittently? Why
the temporal/frequency difference here?
Assumptions:
What must be assumed for the above
relationship(s) to exist? What is taken for
granted in advance for the above
relationship(s) to be operative?
Outworkings/Outgrowths:
What natural developments/ implications
flow from the above relationship(s)? What
assumptions develop from such a
relationship/ relationships?
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IV. Recurrence of Climax

Interpretive Questions
Definitive Qs:

Rational Qs:

Implicational Qs:

The appearance of Rubbish and Small,
Scale Peddlers each lead separately to
their corresponding implications which
in turn bring about an activity known as
Clean-up.
What is the meaning of Rubbish and what
is the meaning of Small-Scale Peddlers?
How do each of these lead to their
corresponding implications and how do
they independently crescendo into the
activity known as Clean-up? How does
Clean-up function as the apex of the
movement in each case? What is the
meaning of each culminating movement
here? What does the recurrence of this
climactic movement mean as it appears
here?
Why is Clean-up presented as the
culmination of each of the movements?
Why do such climactic movements appear
here? Why recurringly?
Assumptions:
What must be assumed for the above
relationship(s) to exist? What is taken for
granted in advance for the above
relationship(s) to be operative?
Outworkings/Outgrowths:
What natural developments/ implications
flow from the above relationship(s)? What
assumptions develop from such a
relationship/ relationships?
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Strategic Events:
I. Recurrence of Substantiation
with Comparison

Events which bring about both causal
elements—Rubbish
and
Small-Scale
Peddlers—deserve special notice, especially
since both relate to the two types of Cleanup. These Clean-up events themselves need
to be clarified in order that the way they are
brought about by their respective causes
might be understood and so that the
similarities between them as well as
between their ostensible sources, i.e., the
justification for labelling them the same
thing, might be discerned.

II. Recurrence of Causal
Particularization with
Contrast

The events during which Rubbish and SmallScale Peddlers both relate to their common
result, Being an Eyesore, each need to be
explained as do the events out of which
each of these respective causes bring about
their unique outcomes, i.e., Rubbish to
Health Hazard and Small-Scale Peddlers to
Traffic Impediment.

III. Recurrence of Interrogation
with Contrast

The events in which Clean-up functions as
a solution to these two “problems” need to
be deciphered. In addition, both the events
that lead to Rubbish being seen as an ongoing problem and the events that lead to
Small-Scale Peddlers being seen as an
intermittent problem need to be
interpreted so as to understand the
reason(s) for and implications of this
difference in terms of duration.

IV. Recurrence of Climax

Each of the two Clean-up events needs to
be interpreted to understand the way(s) in
which they serve as the culmination for
each of their causes
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Foreword, Chapter 1, and Chapter 2 from
Wilbert W. White, The Resurrection Body
“According to the Scriptures” (New York:
George H. Doran, 1923), vii–27.
FOREWORD
Rofus Choate is reported to have said of John Quincy Adams that
he always had an unerring instinct for the jugular vein. By this, of
course, he meant that Mr. Adams went directly to the vital part of any
matter. In attack, presumably, he would leap for the vulnerable spot.
It was an unerring instinct for the jugular vein which led Lord Lyttleton
and Gilbert West years ago to agree that if they could explain
satisfactorily on naturalistic grounds the resurrection of Jesus and the
conversion of Paul, they would be able to prove the whole system of
Christian belief to be without substantial foundation. This they
attempted to do. The result was that the one wrote a valiant defence
of the fact of the resurrection, while the other published an equally
strong argument for the reality of the conversion of Paul.
The pivotal relation of the resurrection to the Christian system has
been generally acknowledged. It is the cardinal fact of Christianity.
Everything hinges on it. Strauss, one of the great leaders of modern
unbelief declares the resurrection to be the “centre of the centre, the
real heart of Christianity as it has been until now.” The Elder Delitzsch
in his commentary on Genesis says that, while it is true that the present
upheaval in the field of criticism is well calculated to perplex the
conscience and entangle weak faith in all manner of anxiety, if,
however, in this labyrinth there remain for us this one assurance,
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CHRISTUS VERE RESURREXIT (Christ was truly raised from the
dead,) we shall possess the Ariadne-thread to guide us out of it.
Dr. David Cairns says: “In belief in the resurrection is the spring
of that new life of faith of which to-day the Church stands so much in
need.”
This comment by Dr. Cairns, discovered after the manuscript of
this little volume was about completed, summarizes the conviction of
the author, who is not without earnest expectation that multitudes, in
the near future, through prayerful perusal of the source books of
Christianity, will come to believe in their hearts that God raised Jesus
Christ from the dead, and in consequence will exhibit lives that shall
reveal Him in resurrection power.
In this study, effort has been made to be true to facts rather than
to present a harmonized theory and full explanation. We stand with
Swete of Cambridge, who discerningly says that the narration of
exceptional events is likely to present parts which do not fit. That they
do not fit may be evidence that the non-fitting factors were really seen.
And if, on a deeper examination of such events, it is found that the
peculiarities exhibit one underlying law, the natural inference is the
narratives are true.
We desire to be understood as fully and heartily in sympathy with
all scientific investigation and advance of knowledge. Of some of the
new knowledge we are not by any means sure. We are compelled
sometimes to substitute for the words, “Every scholar knows,” these
more conservative ones, “Some scholars think.” Our conception of
Biblical truth leads us to rejoice in every new real discovery and in every
assured result of experiment. We do not believe that religion and
science are enemies. There must be something wrong either with my
science or your religion if they are not true friends.
As for evolution—there are many kinds of evolution. The word
calls for definition. Let those who dispute be sure they understand each
other’s terms. We have not the slightest fear that the teaching of the
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Bible, respecting Jesus Christ in general and concerning His
resurrection in particular, is inconsistent with the true findings of
science. So we are not afraid of science. In these days of undreamed of
marvels, with the knowledge of man yet conspicuous for its limits, who
will venture denial of the mystery of the resurrection as presented in
Holy Scripture?
The message of the following pages is addressed particularly to
those who are in perplexity about their faith, and to those who sorrow
because of the vanished hand. May Easter be a season in which with
reverent fear and great joy we shall turn from the tomb to Him who is
the resurrection and the life. “Remember Jesus Christ, risen from the
dead.”
W. W. W.
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The attitude of science toward the notion of a supersensual universe, or
series of universes, interacting with the material fabric we know–a concept
fundamental to any logical theory of immortality–has ceased to be the
hostile or indifferent one it was. On the contrary, it might almost seem that
the theory of a universe of finer and infinitely more potent substance is
almost ready to be announced by our scientific thinkers as an inevitable
conclusion from recent discoveries.
CHARLES KASSEL in Immortality and the New Physics,
“North American Review,” October, 1922.

Chapter I: With What Body Do They Come?
“The body of the resurrection is nothing other than God’s volitional
repetition of the body of the grave—with splendid additions.” Thus affirms
Professor Olin Curtis, in the Christian Faith, where may be found a very
remarkable discussion of the mystery of the resurrection body.
We should ever keep in mind that the distinctive teaching of
Christianity about the future is not that the soul is immortal. Paganism
teaches that. It is, that there is the resurrection of the body. We are to
be human beings the world to come. A disembodied spirit is not a
complete human being. A human being consists of an embodied spirit.
The body of the future will be the resurrection body. “The new man
in Christ is made complete only by the resurrection body.”
Let us be clear in our thinking about the word resurrection.
Reanimation is not resurrection. Reanimation, which is the same as
resuscitation, means bringing back to life. Resurrection is more than this.
It involves newness of life. It means reunion of spirit and body. It means
more than reunion of spirit with the old body. It means reunion of spirit
with a new and different body, yet a body which is the particular person’s
own body under the law of identity; a body which can be traced back to
its conditioning clue, namely the body which was that one person’s
during life. So, while it is true that the body of the resurrection is a
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different body, it is equally true that it is the same body. This is one of
the several paradoxes of the Christian faith.
The Scriptures furnish a perfect illustration of what we are saying.
Lazarus was reanimated. Jesus was resurrected. The stone was required
to be rolled away to permit Lazarus to come out of the tomb. Jesus did
not require the stone to be rolled away in order that He might come
forth. The angel rolled away the stone from the door of the tomb to
let the outsiders in, not to let Jesus out. In that tomb were evidences
of the resurrection which it was desirable the disciples should see. The
winding sheets spoke as eloquently and convincingly of entrance into
new life, as the empty shell of the chrysalis speaks of the flight of the
butterfly. Lazarus brought with him out the tomb the wrappings of the
grave that were about him. Jesus came forth from the tomb without
the winding sheets of death. He did not need to be loosed and let go.
He was the Prince of Life. It was impossible that He should be holden
of death. What of the cerements provided by Joseph of Arimathæa,
and the one hundred pounds of spices brought by Nicodemus?
Concerning them, more later in exposition of John 20:1-10, but a brief
word is called for here. The usual interpretation, to the effect that our
Lord Himself with deliberation unwrapped the grave cloths from His
body and placed them in carefully arranged order on the stone shelf
where His body had been resting, and then folded “the napkin that was
upon his head,” laying it in a place by itself, is unscriptural. The
resurrection body became such within the winding sheets. At the word
of God, who raised Him from the dead (Acts 2:24; Ephesians 1:20),
He sprang in His new, powerful, spiritual body out of the wrappings,
thus evidencing Him to be the Son of God with power (Romans 1:4).
He left them intact, except for the head-roll which, when released,
naturally fell back to a place by itself; and then on through the walls of
the sealed tomb He proceeded into the free atmosphere of that first
Easter morning.
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The question which we all ask, With what body will our departed
come? We believe should be answered in terms which provide reply to
this other question, namely, With what body did Jesus come from the
grave? He is the first fruits. We shall be like Him when it is manifest
what we shall be. Following as faithfully as possible this clue, we are
clear already that the resurrection body is not the body reanimated. It
is not a mere return to life in the same corruptible, weak, fleshly,
natural body of the grave. Ours will not be. Paul makes this very clear
in his great chapter on the resurrection—I Corinthians, fifteenth. He
tells us that we sow not the body that shall be, when we sow wheat or
oats or barley. But we sow bare grain, and in the strange, mysterious
new life which succeeds death, God gives it a body as it pleases Him,
to each seed its own body.
In the chapter to which reference has just been made the great
Apostle recognizes the fact that a true and complete human being is
an embodied spirit, not a disembodied spirit. He answers the question,
With what body do they come? The answer is: God gives it a body, a
suitable body. It will be a body perfectly adapted to the new order of
nature in which it is to live. It will be an incorruptible body. It will be
a body conformed to the body of His glory (Philippians 3:21). It will
be a powerful body. It will be a spiritual body, whatever that means,
but it will be a body. A spiritual body means a body adapted to the
spiritual existence into which entrance is gained by the resurrection.
Perhaps light is thrown on the meaning of the word “spiritual” by
expressions found later in the chapter: “Now I say, brethren, that flesh
and blood cannot enter the Kingdom of God…. We shall be
changed…. The dead shall be raised incorruptible…. This mortal must
put on immortality.” The word “spiritual” is a modifier of body, so
that there is a body involved. Disembodiment is furthest from the
Apostle’s mind. Westcott challengingly interprets thus: “When the
laws of our existence are hereafter modified, then we, because we are
unchanged, shall find some other expression, truly the same in relation
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to that new order, because it is not the same as that to which it
corresponds in this.”
It should also be observed that this masterly discussion of the
resurrection by St. Paul recognizes the stability of nature under the
God of this mysterious universe in which we live, in that each order of
life remains in its category. “To each seed a body of its own …. There
is one flesh of men, and another flesh of beasts …. There are celestial
bodies and bodies terrestrial.” It is made clear that in the life to come
human beings will continue to be such. They will not pass into
creatures of different orders wither below or above them. The use of
this portion of Scripture with those who profess to believe in
transmigration of souls has been found interesting.
The thoughtful reader will perhaps be stimulated to re-examine
the Bible, especially the New Testament, for its emphasis of the value
of the body and the duty of paying it all due respect as well as of giving
it all due care. It was under the influence of this teaching that a great
theologian and Christian pastor, as he followed the bier of an only son,
spake kindly to the bearers saying, “Tread softly, young men, you carry
a temple of the Holy Ghost.”
It was doubtless the same consideration of the body that
prompted Archbishop Whately, when someone quoted the King
James Version of Philippians 3:21 in his hearing, using the expression,
“who shall change our vile body,” to seize the book and render it as
the Greek demands: “We wait for a Saviour, the Lord Jesus Christ,
who shall fashion anew the body of our humiliation, that it may be
conformed to the body of his glory, according to the working whereby
he is able to even subdue all things unto himself.”
Christianity honors the body. It recognizes it as a place where the
great God desires to dwell. It has been supremely honored by the
incarnation of the Son of God. Being found in fashion as a man, He
humbled Himself and became obedient unto death, even the death of
the cross. Wherefore God also highly exalted Him. To His servants it
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is given to be like Him and with Him in glory. “St. Paul’s expression
of Christian hope,” says Chancellor Bernard, “is not deliverance from
the body, but redemption of the body. The redemption of the body is
the last stage in the great process of adaption (υἱοθεσίας) by which we
are made ‘sons of God.’” Who should not bow in humble and thankful
adoration for the high calling to which mankind has thus been
summoned?
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Who knows how it is that the mind, as we are familiar with it, moves at
its will the fingers of the hand? This–our familiarity with the phenomenon
aside–is a veritable miracle. We are as ignorant of its final cause as we
are of the primary cause of electricity, or as we are ignorant of gravitation
in its first cause, or of heat, or light, or even of the thing that makes a seed
grow. These things are, despite our inability to understand them, and it is
no strain upon the reason to suppose that the like may be true with bodies
of ether, or of some higher, more transcendent substance which surpasses
the ether in its properties and uses it as we use the electric and magnetic
forces that lie in nature.
CHARLES KASSEL in Immortality and the New Physics,
“North American Review,” October, 1922.

Chapter II: How Are the Dead Raised?
There is no better brief comprehensive reply to this question than
that given by St. Paul (I Corinthians, fifteenth chapter): “God giveth a
body as it pleaseth him.” In further answer to the questions: How are
the dead raised? and, With what body do they come? I adopt and
employ the statement of Dr. Olin Curtis as the best of those I know.
It is as follows:
Negatively speaking, God, in the resurrection of the dead, does
not produce the new body by the development of an indestructible
germ which is within the body of this life. Nor does He produce it by a
natural force which in some way belongs to the body of this life. Neither
is the body to be an ethereal body which before or at the time of death
was within the physical body as the kernel is within the husk of a nut.
It is not the literal body of the grave reconstructed, whether by using
all, or many, or a few or even one of the old material atoms. All this
chasing through the universe to get the identical particles of matter, or
enough of them to constitute a “proper identity,” is not only an
absurdity in philosophy, but a serious misinterpretation of St. Paul.
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Further, it is not the result of any natural law, any habitual divine
volition, such as brings the buds and blossoms of spring.
Speaking positively, the body of the resurrection is a purely
spiritual body (not bound by the laws of this world); made by the direct
and new intention of God; but so made as to be conditioned by the
body of the grave. Every glorified body is in occasional connection
with a single physical body just as really as my body to-day is in
occasional connection with the body of my childhood. The child’s
body conditions the man’s body—is the start, the initial indicative, the
determining fundament, in God’s own process of identity. The body I
have now is what it is because the body of my childhood was what it
was. I have lost every old particle of matter, times and times, but I have
remained in my own category of identity. Not for an instant has my
body leaped into another man’s category. Precisely so, a man’s body of
glory is his own body under the law of identity, and can be traced back
to its conditioning clue, namely, the body which that one man had at
the time of death. Every abiding element, the entire intrinsic plan and
meaning of the material body, is by the resurrection brought again into
fact and made glorious. Indeed, were it feasible to enter into a
thorough philosophical discussion to show what matter actually is,
such a discussion would, I believe, make it evident that the body of the
resurrection is nothing other than God’s volitional repetition of the
body of the grave—with splendid additions.
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My wife and I landed in Wilmore, Kentucky, in early September 1973.
The first challenge was dealing with the intense heat and humidity.
Then, there were no teapots, so we had to make do with saucepans for
making tea. Muriel was pregnant, so we had to deal with morning
sickness accompanied by a desire to consume fried bacon; the bacon
was not up to Irish standards; it was all grease and no meat. Then,
because we arrived after the semester started in order to save money
on our flights, I missed the first week of classes and quickly got behind,
especially in Greek. And then there was the initial encounter with
Robert Traina.
A lot of students raved about his courses. I picked up a copy of
Methodical Bible Study in order to find out what generated the fuss. I was
not impressed. The book was self-published and lacked the normal
aesthetic qualities I had long associated with academic texts. Worse
still, I could not make head nor tail of what it was about and thus failed
to see why folk were so keen to talk about its significance. I recall
looking at the list of laws of relationships and the block diagrams and
thinking that all of this looked out of place in a book on hermeneutics.
Surely, this was an effort to make the proverbial silk purse out of sow’s
ear; this kind of analysis had no real place in understanding literary
phenomena. I assure the reader that this reaction was not made from
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intellectual arrogance; it was an honest effort to make sense of the
testimonies that abounded in the student body. It was precisely
because of those testimonies, however, that I decided to shelve my
initial impressions and wait and see. The positive testimonies came
from every direction and were especially strong when delivered by
students whom I very quickly came to respect because of their
academic background and lively intelligence.
I signed up for the course on the Pentateuch in my second
semester (this is what I recall) and once Traina stepped up to the
podium I knew we were dealing with a teacher and scholar who was
deadly serious about his work. In time I also took his course on Mark
and on Romans. The logical outline I wrote covering the first eight
chapters of Romans was one of the most difficult assignments I have
ever completed. As with all his courses, the course on the Pentateuch
was packed out; every chair was filled; apart from one student who
later signaled unease with the theological moves Traina was
expounding, students were riveted by his presentation. Initially, as was
typical in a course of lectures in North America, students would raise
their hands and ask a question. This was new to me, for I was used to
lectures where there were no questions; professors were there to argue
a case; discussion took place in tutorials in small groups where we read
papers on assigned texts. By the second week, we were so keen to hear
what Traina had to say that there was intense peer pressure to suppress
questions. So questions simply dried up. We dealt with the problem by
setting up what we called rap-sessions outside of class, where Traina
systematically noted, and then worked through the issues that were
identified at the beginning of each session.
One reason why we wanted to hear what Traina had to say
stemmed from the assignments that were carried out in advance. These
were especially difficult for me as the course assumed an earlier course
where questions of method were pursued and where one learned the
ropes of interpretation. However, that was a secondary consideration.
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I found that the assigned exercises involved such intense immersion in
the text of scripture that one came to the lectures absolutely desperate
for light on what they might mean. Even after I got the hang of his
proposals, I was hungry for illumination.
Traina supplied that illumination to a degree that was absolutely
astonishing. This, in fact, was the real reason why we wanted to hear
from Traina rather than be distracted by the intellectual worries and
musings of our fellow students. At one level, what was at issue was the
implementation of strategies of interpretation that he had worked
through from the bottom up. He had thought through the issue of
what constituted the reliable interpretation of texts for himself,
inventing his own language to capture what was at stake, and then put
that to work in his interpretation of the material under review. The
experience was intellectually liberating in at least two ways. First, one
gained confidence in one’s efforts because there was a standard of
excellence exhibited day by day with amazing clarity and consistency.
Over time, one was set free from slavish dependence on the relevant
commentaries; one was no longer intimidated by those who made
much of their knowledge of the original languages; one gradually found
one’s own voice in the debates about the meaning of the texts. Second,
one quickly came to see that Traina brought to his interpretation of the
text a first-rate theological mind. These texts were not simply ancient
texts; they were living texts that still spoke to us today. They took up
many of the issues that bothered me from the beginning of my
Christian pilgrimage and that were honed in a prior degree that
combined the precision of analytic philosophy with the rigors of
experimental psychology. It was, therefore, no surprise when I found
out later that Traina had done his doctoral work in systematic theology,
writing a brilliant thesis on the doctrine of the atonement. He was
bringing to his understanding of the text a fine-tuned, theological
sensibility that made him aware of how the text bore on some of the
central issues in Christian theology.
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Looking back, I recall the following as especially significant. As
already noted, his views on atonement were conspicuous. In this case,
Traina insisted that any account of what God had done in the death of
Christ had to square with a prior analysis of the actual causes of Christ’s
death. Given that Christ’s death involved an innocent victim and was
brought about in an act of judicial murder, it was morally otiose to
think of his death in terms of divine punishment. The detailed events
in and around the crucifixion of Christ acted as a moral constraint on
any account of divine action in atonement.
Consider another example. In his interpretation of the dramatic
material in Exodus 32-34 where Moses argues with God and God
changes his mind on the threat to wipe out the Israelites, he insisted
on construing God as an Agent open to human encounter rather than
some kind of impassible Being who stood above the vicissitudes of
human rebellion and suffering. This was an element in a wider vision
of God as a genuine Agent who entered into real relationships with his
creatures.
And now for a third case. In his treatment of Christian ethics,
Traina expounded a vision of ethics as centered in a form of relative
absolutism that left room for the adaption of divine love to the
complexities of human existence. This was not some kind of version
of Situation Ethics that had been a fad in the nineteen-sixties; it was a
serious effort to wrestle with the actual texts that dealt with ethical
material. In all these examples, Traina was content to take his stand on
scripture and leave us to follow through in our own deliberations. He
presented each of them quietly and graciously, willing to note our
worries, and aware that there was only so much he could do in the time
available. For my part, when I return to his notes today, it is rare that
I do not find a host of insights that cry out for further investigation. I
have been haunted at times for years by the questions he set loose in
my mind.
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What I am seeking to capture here is the extent to which Traina
was working in philosophical and systematic theology. This in no way
is meant to downplay his work in hermeneutics. When I was a graduate
student at Oxford, I attended a lecture course on Redaction Criticism
by Leslie Holden, and I noted early on that Holden was finding more
or less by accident what Traina had taught us to observe systematically.
While I have not always deployed the schema Traina taught us, I have
used it informally throughout my academic life in the interpretation of
philosophical and theological texts. In my work in what I call Bluecollar exegesis across a lifetime of teaching in local churches, Traina’s
proposals have been the backbone of my preparation week in and week
out. Traina was, to be sure, very clear in his insistence that a full-scale
reading of any text required attention to extra-textual considerations,
but he rightly saw his own contribution as focused on the final form
of the biblical text. In a sense, he simply taught us to take apart a text
and then put it back together again in a way that captured its central
claims and content.
This work was nourished by Traina’s thoughtful immersion in the
work of Wilhelm Dilthey and R. G. Collingwood. Collingwood was
already one of my favorite philosophers. In an undergraduate seminar
we had worked through his book on metaphysics and I had read
virtually all his writings on my own. Traina was very clear that the task
of the interpreter was to understand the minds of the ancient authors
and editors of scripture. In conventional terms, this has meant the
search for the meaning and intentions of the original author. Much ink
has been spilt on this topic. I think it is better framed as a set of
questions of the speech acts of the original author; talk of intention is
simply one way of referring to the actions of an author. Once it is
reframed in this way, the crucial objections of the recent past fall by
the wayside. So I stand by Traina’s fundamental orientation in
hermeneutics: the task is to understand the mind of the writer.
Moreover, while talk of laws of relationships can be misleading, the
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crucial point is that authors use a network of strategies to express what
they want to say; our task is to reverse the causal process and work
back up through the strategies deployed in order to understand as best
we can the mind of the author.
Traina took this notion from Dilthey. He took from Collingwood
the claim that historical investigation involved the reenactment of the
mental acts or thought-world of human agents. Strictly speaking this is
an overstatement. As Saul Kripke pointed out, who can or would want
to reenact the mental acts or thought-world of Hitler or Stalin?
However, philosophically Traina is right to insist on the radical
distinction between history and natural science. In history we seek to
understand not just the actions of human agents but the motivations,
desires, beliefs, passions, and circumstances that lead folk to do what
they do. We do not do this in the case of electrons, atoms, or black
holes. So in broad terms Traina was correct, even though we can drop
the particular mistake that Collingwood made. Thus, in Traina we can
detect a mind furnished with relevant philosophical considerations as
he thought through the contours of the interpretations of texts.
As already noted, we also encounter a mind that was engaged in
thinking through a whole range of perennial theological issues. Traina
is correctly understood as a conservative thinker. At its deepest level,
this means that he was a robust Protestant who sought above all else
to ground his thinking in holy scripture. I recall vividly a comment he
made to me that growing up he was always amazed at the gap between
what he heard in Christian preaching and teaching and what he was
finding in scripture. He gave his life to closing that gap. It was this
passion that I think fed his efforts to develop appropriate methods for
unlocking the treasures of scripture. However, there was more at stake
than a formal commitment to scripture. Materially the treasures of
scripture give us a medley of concepts and teaching that inevitably take
us into the great themes of theology: the doctrine of God, Christology,
the work of the Holy Spirit, grace, atonement, entire sanctification,
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faith and works, and the like. I trust that someday soon we will have
access to his private papers, so that this aspect of his work can be
explored in depth. This will not be an easy task; it will require careful
attention to the background work that never made its way into the
public domain. I am morally certain that such work would yield a fine
harvest of theological insights that go beyond our natural tendency to
think of Traina simply as an exegete of scripture. I hope that before
long all his private papers will be made available.
I came to know Traina outside the time I spent in his courses. As
president of the student body, we served on committees together. For
a semester I acted as his assistant, grading papers. In addition, I
travelled with him by car to the Gethsemane Monastery in Kentucky
where he taught the monks on a weekly basis. In committee work, what
stood out was his mastery of the issues and his integrity; there was no
dodging difficult issues. As a grader, I was struck by his combination
of perfection and humility; he cared about his students but there were
to be no short-cuts in their work. In the trips to Gethsemane, it was
fascinating to watch him deal with the questions of the monks. I recall
that one session was devoted to John 6, a pivotal text in Roman
Catholic treatments of the meaning of the Mass. Traina was fully aware
of the issues that swirled around the crucial periscope. He dealt with
the queries of the monks by walking them through his understanding
of the chapter as a whole. There was not a note of defensiveness or
polemics in the discussion. In the car, he shared with me with great
candor the challenges he had faced across the years. I was astonished
to hear of the shenanigans that went on at The Biblical Seminary in
New York when he taught there. I marveled at his patience and his
resilience; he was not for sale at any price. When he felt he had to leave,
he waited until the semester was over in order to avoid any public
turmoil among the students or within the institution; he quietly
resigned and made his way to Asbury Theological Seminary at the
invitation of President Stanger. Stanger had astutely recognized his
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worth and was patiently waiting in the wings to bring him to Wilmore.
The other information I picked up was the dire state of his health. I
had had no idea that he had been teaching our classes accompanied by
severe pain in his shoulder. He also suffered from diverticulitis, if I
remember correctly. Yet he kept on at his work; few if any suspected
what he had to endure on the medical front.
As I looked back on his work earlier in my career, I often
wondered why Traina did not publish more. One thing is certain. His
thesis on the atonement is a model of first-rate academic work; so,
there is no doubt about his scholarly abilities. I only have speculations
to offer on why he has remained such a hidden treasure. For one thing,
he got drawn into administration and this clearly drastically cut back
on the time at his disposal. For another, I think that he saw himself
first and foremost as a teacher; and this required detailed attention to
this craft. He gave me a copy of his manual on teaching and I have
found his suggestions extremely helpful in my own work as a teacher.
In addition, I think he was a perfectionist when it came to his work.
And this, of course, is often the enemy of developing material for
academic consumption. I suspect that he would never have been happy
with anything he would have written for the standard academic world.
Yet, there is one more consideration. Unlike many academics, Traina
had no interest in inventing an academic persona, no desire to be
famous, no concern to establish an academic reputation. He was the
personification of intellectual humility and grace. In the end what
mattered was a life of steadfast obedience to his Lord and Savior. He
was fortunate in inspiring generations of students who have taken his
legacy and are integrating it into the guild of biblical studies and making
it available to a wider public. He did what he was called to do in his
own life and was happy to leave the aftermath to providence.
During my time at Asbury there were rumblings that Traina was
one of the heretics that had recently come to positions of significant
influence on the student body. Frankly, I was having such a stimulating
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time across the whole range of faculty that I found such talk somewhat
silly. I enjoyed the contrasting styles of teaching and I found the
differences provocative. In any case, the school as a whole was so
clearly conservative that rumors of heresy were laughable. I had already
encountered deeply revisionist accounts of Christianity; there was
nothing like them at Asbury. When I mentioned the rumors to Traina,
he was not surprised. Yet he would not move an inch in offering
criticism of his colleagues. He was gracious in the extreme. When I
integrated this response with my personal experience of him across
three years, there is only one word that comes close to describing
Robert Traina. That word is holiness. He was for me a paradigm of
conspicuous sanctity.
Earlier this year, I had occasion to revisit Wilmore. I took time to
visit old haunts on campus. I drove through the beautiful countryside
that reminded me of the landscape of my native Ireland: the rolling
hills, the luscious green grass, the cattle in the fields, and the horses in
the magnificent farms. I spent time in church, giving thanks for all that
was given to me as a student at Asbury Seminary. Then, on the day I
left to fly back home, I asked a helpful receptionist to locate the
graveyard where Traina is buried. She furnished me with the name of
the cemetery outside Lexington. When I got there, I was given a map
of the grave sites. It was not difficult to find the relevant section, nor
was it difficult to locate the grave itself. I stood at his grave in silence.
I left haunted by the legacy of teaching, scholarship, and holiness that
was embodied so brilliantly in the life and work of Robert A. Traina. I
began my education when I was sent to regular school at the age of
three and a half. My father had been killed in a truck accident and (as
my mother told it) I was a handful at home. Across the years I have
had truly great teachers; Robert Traina was easily one of the greatest.
May his memory be eternal.
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